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EFFECTS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE ADMINISTRATIVE
BUDGETARY DECISIONS UPON CONTINUING
EDUCATION STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS
Drew William Allbritten, Ed.D.
Western Michigan University, 1982

Purpose: This descriptive study examined the effects of admin
istrative budgetary decisions for selected institutional services
and personnel upon certain perceptions of continuing education stu
dents attending Grand Rapids Junior College.
Procedure: The researcher designed an assessment process and
instrument to measure students' perceptions of accessibility toward
selected institutional services and personnel.
conducted in the spring of 1981.

The assessment was

The instrument was distributed to

4,459 students, 1,804 (40.5%) assessment instruments were returned,
and 1,791 were determined to be usable.

Statistical treatment of

the data included the use of three nonparametric tests:

chi-square,

contingency coefficient, and cumulative frequency tests.

An earlier

study conducted in 1977 provided the data base against which this
study's resultant data were measured.
This study examined three research hypotheses.

One, when fund

ing levels decrease for institutional services and personnel, stu
dent perceptions toward those institutional services and personnel
should also decrease.

Two, when funding levels remain similar, stu

dent perceptions should remain similar.

Three, when funding levels

increase, student perceptions should increase.

Of the 15
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institutional services and personnel categories selected for this
study, each was operationally defined with their null hypotheses to
be rejected at the .10 level of significance.
Findings:

The first research hypothesis had six operational

subhypotheses examined:

Two confirmed the research hypothesis (col

lege catalogs and administrators); and four did not (parking facili
ties, campus bookstore, student publications, and counselors).

The

second research hypothesis had four operational subhypotheses exam
ined:

One confirmed the research hypothesis (library services); and

three did not (testing services, secretaries, and instructors).

The

third research hypothesis had five operational subhypotheses exam
ined:

None confirmed the research hypothesis (counseling services,

food services, tutoring services, athletic program, and security
staff).
With only three of the 15 operational subhypotheses confirming
their respective research hypothesis, the researcher acknowledged
the lack of correlation between administrative budgetary decisions
and certain student perceptions.
Conclusions: Even though the assessment instrument was found to
have content validity and administrative reliability, this study
indicated that administrative budgetary decisions had little impact
upon the students' perceptions of accessibility.

Further examina

tion of this relationship between decision making and students' per
ceptions is encouraged.
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CHAPTER I
THE INTRODUCTION

In recent years much has been written about the decision-making
process in higher education, and more continues to be written about
the perceptions of college students.

Even though much is written

about the perceptions of the community college student, very little
has been written about the effects of making decisions at the com
munity college level.

Consequently, few documents exist which

examine the effects of the decision-making process upon the percep
tions of community college students.
Every day community college administrators make decisions per
taining to institutional policy, curricular programs, student ser
vices, and college personnel; and many of those decisions are based
upon budgetary considerations.

Students are ultimately affected by

those budgetary considerations, and they react to those decisions by
forming perceptions of the institution's policy, curriculum, ser
vices, and personnel.

The researcher believes that this study which

examined the effects of administrative budgetary decisions upon the
perceptions of continuing education students will certainly enhance
the current body of knowledge pertaining to the decision-making
process at the community college level.
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2

The Historical Context

The researcher conducted an extensive literature review per
taining to administrative decision-making and to the budgetary pro
cess existing at the community college level.

Several studies docu

mented the community college budgetary process (Anderson, 1979;
Arnold, 1971; Fedderson, 1973; Fischer, 1972; Jennings, 1969;
MacKeraghan, 1970; Rajcic, 1972; Spellman, 1973; Sullivan, 1980),
but none indicated any relationship with student perceptions. Num
erous studies documented the administrative decision-making process
in community colleges (Baldwin, 1977; Cenciceroz, 1974; Cherry,
1978; Head, 1977; Prentiss,•1969; Rajcic, 1972; Roberts, 1977;
Thompson, 1980; Yell, 1973), yet only one study indicated a rela
tionship with student perceptions.

In the Yell (1973) study only

selected aspects of the decision-making process were addressed
through acquired perceptions of faculty members, administrators, and
student leaders.

It should be noted that only 14 students were

selected to respond to the opinionnaire, and that no aspects of the
budgetary process were addressed.
In reviewing the numerous studies which pertained to student
perceptions at the community college level, most documented rela
tionships were with selected student services (Burns, 1973;
Cansfield, 1974; Friedman, 1978; LaCalle, 1979; MacNeil, 1976;
Mitchell, 1969; Oravecz, 1975; Tullar, 1980), with selected institu
tional personnel (Duke, I960; McGinnis, 1979; St. Clair, 1977;
Vickers, 1972; Yankow, 1977), and with selected curricular programs
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(Cook, 1977; Hall, 1976; Little, 1976; McKay, 1973; O'Brian, 1967;
Rucker, 1979; Smith, 1972; Turning, 1974).

None of the studies re

viewed examined the effect of administrative budgetary decisions
upon student perceptions.

The Purpose of the Study

As previously documented, current literature at the community
college level failed to establish that any measureable relationship
existed between administrative budgetary decisions and student per
ceptions.

The absence of literature suggested a need to investigate

that relationship.

Specifically, for the purpose of this study, the

researcher examined the effects of administrative budgetary deci
sions for selected institutional services and personnel upon certain
perceptions by continuing education students attending Grand Rapids
Junior College.
Based upon the purpose of this study, three research questions
were examined.
1.

They were:

When community college administrative budgetary decisions

decrease the funding levels of selected institutional services and
personnel, will the perceptions of accessibility by continuing edu
cation students be lower for those services and personnel?
2.

When community college administrative budgetary decisions

do not change the funding levels of selected institutional services
and personnel, will the perceptions of accessibility by continuing
education students remain the same for those services and personnel?
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3.

When community college administrative budgetary decisions

increase the funding levels of selected institutional services and
personnel, will the perceptions of accessibility by continuing edu
cation students be higher for those services and personnel?
The researcher, in this study, accomplished the following four
research objectives:
1.

Based upon public documents at Grand Rapids Junior College,

identified those administrative budgetary decisions which pertained
to selected institutional services and personnel.
2.

Reviewed available community college research and documen

tation that pertained to the perceptions of continuing education
students and to administrative budgetary decisions.
3.

Assessed certain perceptions of continuing education stu

dents attending Grand Rapids Junior College toward selected institu
tional services and personnel.
4.

Examined the effects of administrative budgetary decisions

for selected institutional services and personnel upon the percep
tions of accessibility by continuing education students attending
Grand Rapids Junior College.
In accomplishing these four research objectives, the researcher
was able to examine the purpose of this study.

The Conceptual Framework

In 1976, an assessment process was designed to measure the per
ceptions of continuing education students toward institutional ser
vices, personnel, and procedures (Allbritten, 1977).

This
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assessment process was implemented at Grand Rapids Junior College in
Grand Rapids, Michigan.

The researcher replicated that assessment

process and utilized the appropriate components of the assessment
instrument for this study.

Since the populations of the Allbritten

(1977) study and this study were similarly defined, the information
compiled in the earlier study served as the data base for this
study.

The populations for both studies were defined as all stu

dents enrolled in courses and seminars sponsored by the Division of
Continuing Education at Grand Rapids Junior College.
Additionally, in order to clarify the exact parameters of this
study, the following operational definitions were determined by the
researcher:
1.

"Administrative budgetary decisions" was defined as those

funding level decisions of selected institutional services and per
sonnel that were specifically identified in public documents at
Grand Rapids Junior College.
2.

"Selected institutional services and personnel" was defined

as those student services and college personnel that were exclu
sively the components of the Division of Continuing Education in
which funding data were available.
3.

"Perceptions of accessibility" was defined as students'

perceived opportunity to easily obtain institutional services and
their opportunity to conveniently participate in institutional
activities; or students' perceived opportunity to approach institu
tional personnel and their opportunity to make office appointments.
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For the purpose of this study, these institutional services and
personnel were selected:

parking facilities, library services,

counseling services, campus bookstore, food services, tutoring ser
vices, testing services, college catalogs, athletic program, student
publications, administrators, secretaries, instructors, counselors,
and security staff.

Each was identified in public documents at

Grand Rapids Junior College; all were line items in the annual bud
get for the fiscal years 1977 and 1981.

Significance of the Study

Today, one of the most critical concerns confronting community
colleges in the state of Michigan is the instability of the fiscal
situation.

Every day community college administrators make diffi

cult budgetary decisions regarding institutional services and per
sonnel without the knowledge of empirical evidence to better under
stand the effect of those decisions.

This study, while adding to

the body of knowledge of community college research, gave additional
insight into the effect of the decision-making process in general
and into the effect of administrative budgetary decisions upon the
perceptions of continuing education students in particular.

No

studies located to date have done this.
In years of fiscal instability, it becomes increasingly diffi
cult for community college administrators to efficiently operate an
institution on one hand, and to adequately meet the ever-changing
needs of the continuing education student on the other.

As a former

community college instructor, counselor, and administrator, and as a
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former state legislator and Presidential appointee to the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, the researcher believes
that many of the breakthroughs in the community college arena were
initiated by subjective, hit and miss methods.

This study provided

an empirical foundation from which further research can be based;
a benchmark for future investigations.

Do administrative budgetary

decisions have any effect upon the perceptions of students?
Community college administrators will continue to make the dif
ficult decisions.

This study provided a practical framework from

which community college administrators can better understand the re
lationship between their budgetary decisions toward institutional
services and personnel and student perceptions of those services and
personnel.

This study has significant implications if administra

tive budgetary decisions do effect student perceptions.

Conversely,

it is equally significant if administrative budgetary decisions do
not effect student perceptions.

Either way, this study will have a

profound impact upon future community college research as it relates
to the decision-making process.

Limitations of the Study

Due to the specificity of the purpose of the study, the find
ings were limited in scope.

This study was conducted at one insti

tution, for one type of student population, for certain administra
tive decisions, and for selected institutional services and person
nel.

Nevertheless, the research design, the assessment instrument,

and the findings may serve as a basis for additional studies at the
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community college level.
There existed variables, which to some undefinable extent, may
limit the usefulness and applicability of this study.

Those vari

ables include nonbudgetary policy changes, the general economic •
environment, the cooperation of the institution's students and
staff, and the time interval between the initiation of the assess
ment instruments.

Additionally, the uniqueness of Grand Rapids

Junior College in its tradition and stability may also be a limiting
factor.

This institution is the second oldest community college in

the nation (Goodwin, 1972) and is one of the three remaining K-14
school districts in the state of Michigan.

Organization for the Remainder of the Study

Chapter II of this study reviews doctoral and other available
research studies which pertained to the effects of community college
administrative budgetary decisions upon the perceptions of con
tinuing education students.

The researcher contacted the other

Michigan community colleges, university research offices, educa
tional publication offices, and national educational organizations
in addition to conducting computer and hand searches.
Chapter III presents in detail the methodology used in this
study.

Included are sections on the research design, the assessment

instrument, the data collection procedure, the data analysis plans,
and the statistical interpretation.
Chapter IV presents the findings of the study, and Chapter V
contains the conclusions and recommendations from the study.
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Appendices are included to give appropriate detail to support
the purpose of the study.
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CHAPTER II

THE LITERATURE REVIEW

The review of available literature consisted of communication
with educational research sources and of conducting computer and
hand searches as it pertained to the variable components incorpo
rated into the purpose of the study.

The independent variable com

ponent was the community college administrative budgetary decisions,
and the dependent variable component was the perceptions of accessi
bility by continuing education students.

The literature review was

conducted based upon the selection and identification of key words
appearing in the purpose of the study (e.g., community college, con
tinuing education, budget, decisions, perceptions, administrator,
services, and personnel).

The Review Process

In the search for relevant and available documentation, commu
nication took place with the following types of educational research
sources:

the 29 Michigan community colleges, 36 university research

offices, 14 educational publications, and 17 state and national edu
cational organizations.

Of those 96 sources contacted, 76 replied

for a response rate of 79.2%.
The computer searches were based upon the selection and identi
fication of key words which appeared in the purpose of the study and
the accessing of dissertation and publication titles which had
10
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similar key words.

The computer informational retrieval systems

used for the conducting of this study were the DATRIX II, the Educa
tional Resources Information Center (ERIC), and the On-Line Auto
mated Retrieval System (OARS). With no date limitations placed upon
these informational retrieval systems, 510 titles were accessed with
similar key words.
The hand search was utilized to complement the computer search
as well as to identify any relevant literature not generally main
tained by educational research sources or by informational retrieval
systems.

The following documents were included in that examination:

the Dissertation Title Index, the Dissertation Abstract Index, and
the issues of 16 separate educational journals.

Also reviewed in

the hand search were the card catalog indexes of the Colleges of
Education at Western Michigan University, Michigan State University,
Grand Valley State Colleges, and Virginia Polytechnic Institute and
State University.

With no date limitations placed upon the hand

search, 181 titles were accessed with similar key words.

The Relevant Literature

After reviewing and examining the materials supplied by the 76
research sources, the researcher found only four to be useful for
the purpose of the study (Alford, 1980; Mitchell, 1969; Palinchak,
1973; Reid, 1978).

After reviewing and examining the 510 titles

accessed by the computer search and the 181 titles accessed by the
hand search, 56 documents were found to be useful for the purpose
of the study by the researcher.

The most effective method to locate
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relevant and available literature was the hand search with 39 of the
60 documents being identified by this review method.

It should be

noted that no available literature specifically pertained to the
purpose of this study.

Useful documentation mostly related to re

search design, instrumentation, and statistical interpretation.

Item Importance

Based upon the literature reviewed, the researcher did deter
mine which institutional service and personnel categories to use for
the purpose of this study.

In order to emphasize the importance of

those selected institutional service and personnel categories, the
researcher only used those categories which were documented in the
literature and which were line items in the Grand Rapids Junior Col
lege budget for both 1977 and 1981.

The following institutional

service and personnel categories were selected:

parking facilities

(Allbritten, 1977); library services (Alford, 1980; Allbritten,
1977; Beck, 1973; Cansfield, 1973; Glock, 1975; LaCalle, 1979;
O'Brian, 1968; Vojtisek, 1975); counseling services (Alford, 1980;
Allbritten, 1977; Beck, 1973; Duke, 1960; Glock, 1975; Gomez, 1979;
Hall, 1976; Probinski, 1974; Przybylek, 1974; Robertson, 1977;
Vojtisek, 1975); campus bookstore (Allbritten, 1977; Cansfield,
1973; Vojtisek, 1975); food services (Alford, 1980; Allbritten,
1977; Cansfield, 1973; Gomez, 1979; LaCalle, 1979;•Vickers, 1972;
Vojtisek, 1975); tutoring services (Alford, 1980; Allbritten, 1977;
LaCalle, 1979); testing services (Allbritten, 1977; Beck, 1973;
Cansfield, 1973; Friedman, 1978; Hall, 1976); college catalogs
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(Allbritten, 1977; Cansfield, 1973); athletic program (Alford, 1980
Allbritten, 1977; LaCalle, 1979; Vojtisek, 1975); student publica
tions (Allbritten, 1977; Beck, 1973; Cansfield, 1973); administra
tors (Allbritten, 1977; Friedman, 1978; Glock, 1975; Hall, 1976;
Vojtisek, 1975; Yell, 1973); secretaries (Allbritten, 1977;
Cansfield, 1973; Friedman, 1978; Vojtisek, 1975); instructors
(Allbritten, 1977; Beck, 1973; Ceniceroz, 1974; Friedman, 1978;
Glock, 1975; Hall, 1976; McGinnis, 1979; Moore, 1975; O'Brian, 1968
Palinchak, 1973; Smith, 1972; St. Clair, 1977; Vojtisek, 1975; Yell
1973); counselors (Allbritten, 1977; Bums, 1972; Cansfield, 1973;
Friedman, 1978; LaCalle, 1979; Moore, 1975; O ’Brian, 1968;
Palinchak, 1973; Smith, 1972; Vickers, 1972); and security staff
(Allbritten, 1977; Yankow, 1977).

With respect to the selected in

stitutional service and personnel categories, the researcher found
no studies which examined the relationship between student percep
tions and administrative budgetary decisions.

The Research Hypotheses
Based upon the research questions derived from the purpose of
this study and upon the variable components examined in the litera
ture review, the three research hypotheses examined in this study
were:
Research Hypothesis 1: When community college administrative
budgetary decisions (the independent variable) decrease the funding
levels of selected institutional services and personnel, the per
ceptions of accessibility (the dependent variable) by continuing
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education students will be lower for those services and personnel.
Research Hypothesis 2: When community college administrative
budgetary decisions do not change the funding levels of selected
institutional services and personnel, the perceptions of accessibil
ity by continuing education students will not change for those ser
vices and personnel.
Research Hypothesis 3: When community college administrative
budgetary decisions increase the funding levels of selected institu
tional services and personnel, the perceptions of accessibility by
continuing education students will be higher for those services and
personnel.

Summary of the Literature

.In recent years much has been written pertaining to the
decision-making process in higher education, and much continues to
be written about the perceptions of college students.

In regards to

the community college body of knowledge, research is virtually non
existent with respect to decision-making.

Research pertaining to

student perceptions in the community college arena is more plenti
ful.

However, this researcher found no available documentation re

lating administrative budgetary decisions to student perceptions at
any educational level.

For this fact, this study shall serve as a

benchmark for future research on the effect of community college
administrative budgetary decisions upon the perceptions of continu
ing education students.
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Since the literature review accessed no available and relevant
documentation from which to empirically determine the research hy
potheses, the researcher developed the three research hypotheses
based upon the logical presumption that student perceptions will
directly reflect the community college funding levels of institu
tional services and personnel; as funding levels for institutional
services and personnel increase or decrease, the student perceptions
of those institutional services and personnel will be higher or
lower, respectively.
Even though the research did not provide an empirical basis for
the three research hypotheses that were statistically examined, it
did provide the researcher with the documentation to determine the
most appropriate research design, the assessment instrument, the
data collection procedure, and the statistical analysis.

The re

searcher eclectically utilized techniques from past literature to
determine the methodology for this study.

Chapter III outlines the

methodology used in this study.
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CHAPTER III
THE METHODOLOGY

This study was a descriptive case study to examine the effects
of community college administrative budgetary decisions for selected
institutional services and personnel upon perceptions of accessibil
ity of continuing education students attending Grand Rapids Junior
College.

This chapter gives an explanation of the research design,

the assessment instrument, the data collection procedure, the data
analysis plans, and the statistical interpretation.

The Research Design

With only some insignificant modifications, the research design
utilized was that developed at Grand Rapids Junior College in Grand
Rapids, Michigan, which earlier assessed the perceptions of continu
ing education students toward institutional services, personnel, and
procedures (Allbritten, 1977).

The research design used for that

previous case study is outlined in Appendix A.

This descriptive

case study utilized a questionnaire as its assessment instrument to
examine the effect of community college administrative budgetary
decisions (the independent variable) for selected institutional ser
vices and personnel upon the perceptions., of accessibility (the de
pendent variable) by continuing education students attending Grand
Rapids Junior College.

16
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The Population

As in the previous descriptive case study, the population
examined was all students enrolled in courses and seminars offered
by the Division of Continuing Education at Grand Rapids Junior Col
lege.

The populations of both the 1977 study and this study were

surveyed at the same time of year in order to eliminate any seasonal
differences in student demographics.

The population of the 1977

study was 3,611 continuing education students; the population of
this 1981 study was.4,459 continuing education students.

All stu

dents in each study were distributed an assessment instrument.
Since the total population was used, no random sampling techniques
were followed.

The Assessment Instrument

The research design utilized employed a rating questionnaire as
the major component of the assessment instrument.

Appendix B is a

copy of the assessment instrument used for the purpose of this
study.

The assessment instrument consisted of five sections.

Sec

tion I, Items 1-8, asked for respondent characteristics using the
checklist approach.

Section II, Items 9-50, asked for a forced-

choice rating of the accessibility and sufficiency of continuing
education services and activities.

Section III, Items 51-62, asked

for a forced-choice rating of the accessibility and serviceability
of continuing education personnel.

Section IV, Items 63-80, asked

for a forced-choice rating of institutional procedures.

Section V,
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Items 81-88, asked for an open-ended response to general questions
pertaining to student perceptions toward the college environment at
Grand Rapids Junior College.
In order to better understand the usefulness of the previous
assessment instrument (Allbritten, 1977), the researcher conducted
a pilot study to ascertain its applicability for the purpose of this
study.

The researcher determined that the previous assessment in

strument would meet the needs of this study.
The Pilot Study

The researcher contacted 100 of the respondents of the 1977
study and interviewed them regarding the assessment process in
general and the assessment instrument in particular.

The researcher

found that the respondents considered the assessment process appro
priate and the assessment instrument understandable.

There was no

need to significantly modify the 1977 research design nor its ques
tionnaire.

The researcher asked that the 100 randomly selected re

spondents complete the assessment instrument once again.

The re

searcher found that there were no significant differences between
the responses of the 1977 study and the pilot study. Appendix C
contains the results of that pilot study.
Even though not all the items contained in the 1977 assessment
instrument would be used to examine the research hypotheses in this
study, the researcher decided to use a similar assessment instrument
as a check for administrative reliability of the research design
utilized.
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Reliability and Validity

Administrative reliability for the purpose of this study was to
utilize the same research design and a similar assessment instrument
As an additional check, the researcher analyzed the data collected
from Item 87 of the questionnaire.

Item 87 asked if the respondents

had any difficulty in completing the questionnaire.

A similar type

of response for this study confirmed the administrative reliability
of the earlier research design and its assessment instrument.
Content validity for the purpose of this study was to analyze
only those questionnaire items which were documented in literature
as institutional services and personnel categories worthy of study,
and which were listed as line items in both the 1977 and 1981 fiscal
year budgets at Grand Rapids Junior College.

With respect to con

tent validity, it should be noted that perceptual measurement is
highly subjective and that the assessment instrument utilized has
some fundamental limiting factors according to Hall (1976).

However

Fox (1969) maintains that the questionnaire-type of assessment
assures high reliability and that content validity is frequently
strongest by analyzing related research.

Thorndyke and Hagen (1969)

and Gronlund (1965) concur with the Fox (1969) assertation.

The re

searcher analyzed only those items which were fiscally presented as
line items in public documents at Grand Rapids Junior College and
which were documented in literature.
The researcher maintained administrative reliability by adher
ing to a timeline for the data collection procedure similar to that
in the earlier study (Allbritten, 1977).
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The Data Collection Procedure

The following timeline indicates the data collection procedure
utilized for the purpose of this study:
The first week: Faculty members were given a parameter state
ment which outlined the purpose of the assessment.
The second week: Faculty members were given a general assess
ment timeline so they would better understand the time commitment
necessary.
The third week: Faculty members were given an instructional
sheet which specifically outlined their responsibilities and the
exact procedures to be followed during the assessment.

Faculty mem

bers were given assessment information sheets to distribute to their
students.
The fourth week: Faculty members were given assessment defini
tion sheets to be reviewed with and to be distributed to their stu
dents .
The fifth week:

Faculty members distributed the assessment

instruments to theirstudents. (Faculty members were given the op
tion to have their students complete the assessment instruments in
class, or to have their students complete the assessments out of
class and to utilize the postage paid return.)
The sixth week:

Faculty members were instructed to remind

their students to complete and return all assessment instruments not
completed or returned the previous week.
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The seventh week: Faculty members were sent thank you notices
for their participation in the assessment process, and were asked
again to remind students to complete and return the assessment in-

■

struments.
The eighth week: This was the final deadline for receiving
assessment instruments.

(Assessment instruments were reviewed for

their usability.)
Once the researcher had collected the assessment instruments,
each was examined for its usability.

Of the 18 items utilized for

the purpose of this study, if more than three of those key items
were not responded to the assessment instrument was not used.

All

assessment instruments analyzed met this test for completeness.

The Data Analysis Plan
Following the timeline previously described, the collection of
data was accomplished by the continuing education students at Grand
Rapids Junior College who anonymously responded to the assessment
instruments distributed by the instructors.

The sample examined

consisted of those continuing education students who returned the
assessment instruments in a complete and timely manner.
lection took place during the winter semester of 1981.

Data col
The 1,791

usable assessment instruments accounted for 46.7% of the students
enrolled in courses and seminars sponsored by the Division of Con
tinuing Education at Grand Rapids Junior College.

In the earlier

study (Allbritten, 1977), 1,812 usable instruments were returned
during the winter semester which accounted for 54.3% of the students
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enrolled in courses and seminars sponsored by the Division of Con
tinuing Education.
For the purpose of this study, 18 of the 88 items listed in the
assessment instrument were used in the analysis. The other items
were of importance to the administrative staff at Grand Rapids
Junior College, but not essential to the purpose of this study.

In

Section I, Respondent Characteristics, Item 1 (sex) and Item 6
(ethnic background) were used to determine nonresponse bias. In
Section II, Junior College Services and Activities, Items 9 (parking
facilities), 10 (library services), 12 (counseling services), 16
(campus bookstore), 17 (food services), 18 (tutoring services), 19
(testing services), 24 (college catalogs), 26 (athletic program), and
29 (student publications) were used to determine continuing educa
tion students' perceptions of accessibility toward those selected
institutional services.

In Section III, Junior College Personnel,

Items 51 (administrators), 52 (secretaries), 53 (instructors), 54
(counselors), and 56 (security staff) were used to determine con
tinuing education students' perceptions of accessibility toward
those selected institutional personnel.

In Section IV, Junior Col

lege Procedures, no items were used for the purpose of this study.
In Section V, Additional Questions, Item 87 (assessment difficulty)
was used to determine the administrative reliability of the assess
ment instrument.
The researcher used the facilities of the Data Processing
Center of the Grand Rapids Public Schools to keypunch the informa
tion from the assessment instruments to computer cards.

A computer
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program was developed to statistically categorize the ordinal and
nominal data collected.
"CARESRVY."

The program developed was entitled

How the earlier study (Allbritten, 1977) and this study

were statistically categorized is illustrated in Appendix A.

The Decision Rule

The researcher used the "decision rule" to determine if the
funding levels of the selected institutional services and personnel
had really changed.
figure of 5%.

To do so, the researcher selected an arbitrary

That is, any positive (+) or negative (-) change of

less than 5% in real differences between the funding levels of in
stitutional services and personnel from 1977 to 1981 due to adminis
trative budgetary decisions was determined by the researcher to be
classified as "no change" in the funding level for that service or
personnel category.

The researcher defined real differences as the

actual statistical difference less the inflation rate for that in
terval between assessments.

For the purpose of this study, the in

flation rate between fiscal year 1977 and fiscal year 1§81 was 50.1%
£

(Miller, 1981).

Subsequently, Research Hypothesis 1 included all

institutional service and personnel categories with changes of a
-5% and greater; Research Hypothesis 2 included all institutional
service and personnel categories with no change as determined by the
decision rule; and Research Hypothesis 3 included all institutional
service and personnel categories with changes of +5% and greater.
Utilizing the decision rule, Table 1 illustrated how the re
searcher assigned the selected institutional services and personnel
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Table 1

Hypothesis Assignment
Column A

Column B

Column C

Column D

Column E

1976-77

1980-81

Actual (%)

Real (%)

Hypoth.

$234,500

$234,000

(-)

(-) 50.3

1

(10) Library services

$111,000

$165,000

(+) 48.6

(-)

1.5

2

(12) Counseling services

$256,200

$400,000

(+) 56.1

(+)

6.0

3

(16) Campus bookstore

$ 46,900

$ 65,000

(+) 38.6

(-) 11.5

1

(17) Food services

$250,000

$400,000

(+) 60.0

(+)

9.9

3

(18) Tutoring services

$ 50,000

$200,000

(+)300.0

(+)249.9

3

(19) Testing services

$ 50,000

$ 75,000

(+) 50.0

(-)

0.1

2

(24) College catalogs

$ 25,000

$ 15,000

(-) 40.0

(-) 90.1

1

(26) Athletic program

$ 34,000

$ 65,000

(+) 91.2

(+) 41.1

3

(29) Student publications

$ 47,300

$ 30,000

(-) 36.6

(-) 86.7

1

(51) Administrators

$504,300

$689,000

(+) 36.6

(-) 13.5

1

(52) Secretaries

$377,300

$580,000

(+) 53.7

(+)

3.6

2

(53) Instructors

$588,700

$904,000

(+) 53.6

(+)

3.5

2

(54) Counselors

$220,400

$249,000

(+) 13.0

(-) 37.1

1

(56) Security staff

$ 54,600

$ 95,000

(+) 74.0

(+) 23.9

3

Institutional
categories
Services (Item)
(9) Parking facilities

0.2

Personnel (Item)

to

categories to Che appropriate research hypotheses.

Column A re

flected the Grand Rap.ids Junior College budgetary allocation for
selected institutional services and personnel for the fiscal year
1977.

Column B reflected the Grand Rapids Junior College budgetary

allocation for those institutional services and personnel for the
fiscal year 1981.

Column C reflected the actual percentage of dif

ferences between the two fiscal years.

Column D reflected the real

percentage of difference between the two fiscal years by utilizing
the 50.1% inflation factor as determined by the Detroit Consumer
Price Index (1981).

Column E reflected the research hypothesis to

which each of the selected institutional service and personnel cate
gories was assigned for the purpose of this study based upon the 5%
decision rule.

Experimental Hypotheses

Given the decision rule, the first research hypothesis gener
ated six experimental hypotheses, the second research hypothesis
generated four experimental hypotheses, and the third research hy
pothesis generated five experimental hypotheses.

The researcher

defined the experimental hypotheses in the following manner:
Research Hypothesis 1 : When community college administrative
budgetary decisions decrease the funding levels of selected insti
tutional services and personnel, the perceptions of accessibility
by continuing education students in 1981 will be lower for those
services and personnel (e.g., parking facilities, campus bookstore,
college catalogs, student publications, administrators, and
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counselors) than the perceptions of accessibility for those students
studied in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 1.1: Since community college bud
getary decisions decreased the funding level for parking facil
ities (Item 9), the perceptions of accessibility by continuing
education students will be lower in 1981 for that institutional
service category than in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 1.2: Since community college bud
getary decisions decreased the funding level for the campus
bookstore (Item 16), the perceptions of accessibility by con
tinuing education students in 1981 will be lower for that in
stitutional service category than in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 1.3: Since community college bud
getary decisions decreased the funding level for college cata
logs (Item 24), the perceptions of accessibility by continuing
education students in 1981 will be lower for that institutional
service category than in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 1.4: Since community college bud
getary decisions decreased the funding level for student publi
cations (Item 29), the perceptions of accessibility by continu
ing education students in 1981 will be lower for that institu
tional service category than in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 1.5; Since community college bud
getary decisions decreased the funding level for administrators
(Item 51), the perceptions of accessibility by continuing edu
cation students in 1981 will be lower for that institutional
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personnel category than in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 1.6; Since community college bud
getary decisions decreased the funding level for counselors
(Item 54), the perceptions of accessibility by continuing edu
cation students in 1981 will be lower for that institutional
personnel category than in 1977.
Research Hypothesis 2: When community college administrative
budgetary decisions do not change the funding levels of selected in
stitutional services and personnel, the perceptions of accessibility
by continuing education students in 1981 will not change for those
services and personnel (e.g., library services, testing services,
secretaries, and instructors) from the perceptions of accessibility
for those students studied in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 2.1; Since community college bud
getary decisions did not change the funding level for library
services (Item 10), the perceptions of accessibility by continu
ing education students in 1981 will not change for that insti
tutional service category from 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 2.2: Since community college bud
getary decisions did not change the funding level for testing
services (Item 19), the perceptions of accessibility by continu
ing education students in 1981 will not change for that insti
tutional service category from 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 2.3: Since community college bud
getary decisions did not change the funding level for secre
taries (Item 52), the perceptions of accessibility by
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continuing education students in 1981 will not change for that
institutional personnel category from 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 2.4: Since community college bud
getary decisions did not change the funding level for instruc
tors (Item 53), the perceptions of accessibility by continuing
education students in 1981 will not change for that institu
tional personnel category from 1977.
Research Hypothesis 3; When community college administrative
budgetary decisions increase the funding levels of selected institu
tional services and personnel, the perceptions of accessibility by
continuing education students in 1981 will be higher for those ser
vices and personnel (e.g., counseling services, food services,
tutoring services, athletic program, and security staff) than the
perceptions of accessibility for those students studied in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 3.1: Since community college bud
getary decisions increased the funding level for counseling
services (Item 12), the perceptions of accessibility by continu
ing education students in 1981 will be higher for that institu
tional service category than in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 3.2: Since community college bud
getary decisions increased the funding level for food services
(Item 17), the perceptions of accessibility by continuing edu
cation students in 1981 will be higher for that institutional
service category than in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 3.3: Since community college bud
getary decisions increased the funding level for tutoring
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services (Item 18), the perceptions of accessibility by continu
ing education students in 1981 will be higher for that institu
tional service category than in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 3.4: Since community college bud
getary decisions increased the funding level for the athletic
program (Item 26), the perceptions of accessibility by continu
ing education students in 1981 will be higher for that institu
tional service category than in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 3.5: Since community college bud
getary decisions increased the funding level for security staff
(Item 56), the perceptions of accessibility by continuing edu
cation students in 1981 will be higher for that institutional
personnel category than in 1977.
Each of the 15 experimental hypotheses were tested for their
statistical significance using nonparametric tests.

Nonresponse Bias

Initially the researcher assumed for the purpose of this study
that the demographic characteristics for those who responded to the
assessment instrument would be similar to those who did not respond
to the assessment instrument.

In order to check for a nonresponse

bias, the researcher utilized two questionnaire items to match the
samples' demographic characteristics of sex (Item 1) and ethnic
background (Item 6) against, those characteristics for the total
population.
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The researcher determined that a nonresponse bias did not exist
in the earlier study (Allbritten, 1977), nor in this study.

Utiliz

ing the percentages of female respondents and the percentages of
white respondents, Table 2 illustrates the figures from the sample
and those from the defined population (i.e., all students enrolled
in courses and seminars sponsored by the Division of Continuing Edu
cation at Grand Rapids Junior College).

Table 2
Nonresponse Bias

1977
Respondent
demographics

1981

Population

Sample

Population

Sample

% Female respondents
(Item 1, Sex)

48.3%

49.7%

51.1%

53.5%

% White respondents
(Item 6, Ethnic
Background)

91.8%

89.8%

89.6%

88.3%

The Statistical Interpretation

For the purpose of this study, the researcher utilized the fol
lowing nonparametric tests to determine the statistical significance
of the ordinal level data generated by the assessment instrument:
the chi-square test, the cumulative frequency test, and the con
tingency coefficient test.
The chi-square test for statistical significance determined
whether or not a systematic relationship existed between the two
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variables, with administrative budgetary decisions being the inde
pendent variable and with continuing education student perceptions
of accessibility being the dependent variable.

The chi-square test

by itself only determined if the independent and dependent variables
are related.

This test did not determine the strength of that re

lationship, nor whether it was directionally correct.

The contin

gency coefficient test determined the strength of relationship be
tween the independent and dependent variables, while the cumulative
frequency test determined if the significance was directionally
correct.
For the purpose of this study, the researcher used the .10
level of significance to determine statistical significance when the
chi-square tests were calculated.

Based upon the assessment instru

ment's 2 X 4 contingency table, the chi-square test had three de
grees of freedom.

With this information, the researcher established

three operational hypotheses utilizing the three research hypotheses.
Additionally 15 operational subhypotheses were established utilizing
the 15 experimental hypotheses.

Operational Hypotheses and Subhypotheses

The researcher tested the following operational hypotheses and
subhypotheses based upon the three research hypotheses and the 15
experimental hypotheses utilizing the statistical tests previously
mentioned.

Operational Hypothesis 1 and its six related sub

hypotheses utilized the chi-square, the contingency coefficient,
and the cumulative frequency tests.

Operational Hypothesis 2 and
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its four related subhypotheses utilized the chi-square and the con
tingency coefficient tests.

Since Operational Hypothesis 2 had no

direction, the cumulative frequency test was not necessary.

Opera

tional Hypothesis 3 and its five related subhypotheses utilized all
three statistical tests.
The operational hypotheses and subhypotheses were defined in
the following manner:
Operational Hypothesis 1 : Given the 1977 and 1981 assessment
data on 2 X 4 contingency tables, the examination of the effect of
community college administrative budgetary decisions upon the per
ceptions of accessibility by continuing education students for Items
9, 16, 24, 29, 51, and 54 should show a chi-square value of 6.251 or
higher with three degrees of freedom.

Given the cumulative frequen

cies for the 1977 and 1981 assessment data, the 1977 scores at the
50th percentile should be lower than the 1981 scores for the desig
nated institutional services and personnel categories.

The null

hypotheses for the six related operational subhypotheses should be
rejected at the .10 level of significance.
Subhypothesis 1.1: Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions decreased the funding level from 1977 to
1981 for parking facilities (Item 9), the chi-square value
should be 6.251 or higher when examining the perceptions of
accessibility by continuing education students.

The 50th per

centile score for the 1981 assessment data should be higher
than 2.093.
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Subhypothesis 1.2: Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions decreased the funding level from 1977 to
1981 for the campus bookstore (Item 16), the chi-square value
should be 6.251 or higher when examining the perceptions of
accessibility by continuing education students.

The 50th per

centile score for the 1981 assessment data should be higher
than 2.018.
Subhypothesis 1.3: Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions decreased the funding level from 1977 to
1981 for college catalogs (Item 24), the chi-square value
should be 6.251 or higher when examining the perceptions of
accessibility by continuing education students.

The 50th per

centile score for the 1981 assessment data should be higher
than 1.918.
Subhypothesis 1.4: Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions decreased the funding level from 1977 to
1981 for student publications (Item 29) , the chi-square value
should be 6.251 or higher when examining the perceptions of
accessibility by continuing education students.

The 50th per

centile score for the 1981 assessment data should be higher
than 2.340.
Subhypothesis 1.5: Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions decreased the funding level from 1977 to
1981 for administrators (Item 51), the chi-square value should
be 6.251 or higher when examining the perceptions of accessi
bility of continuing education students. The 50th percentile
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score for the 1981 assessment data should be higher than 2.254.
Subhypothesis 1.6: Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions decreased the funding level from 1977 to
1981 for counselors (Item 54), the chi-square value should be
6.251 or higher when examining the perceptions of accessibility
by continuing education students. The 50th percentile for the
1981 assessment data should be higher than 2.231.
Operational Hypothesis 2; Given the 1977 and 1981 assessment
data on 2 X 4 contingency tables, the examination of the effect of
community college administrative budgetary decisions upon the per
ceptions of accessibility by continuing education students for Items
10, 19, 52, and 53 should show a chi-square value less than 6.251
with three degrees of freedom.

The null hypotheses for the four re

lated operational subhypotheses should be retained at the .10 level
of significance.
Subhypothesis 2.1: Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions did not change the funding level between
1977 and 1981 for library services (Item 10), the chi-square
values should be less than 6.251 when examining the perceptions
of accessibility by continuing education students.
Subhypothesis 2.2: Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions did not change the funding level between
1977 and 1981 for testing services (Item 19), the chi-square
value should be less than 6.251 when examining the perceptions
of accessibility by continuing education students.
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Subhypothesis 2.3: Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions did not change the funding level between
1977 and 1981 for secretaries (Item 52), the chi-square value
should be less than 6.251 when examining the perceptions of
accessibility by continuing education students.
Subhypothesis 2.4; Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions did not change the funding level between
1977 and 1981 for instructors (Item 53), the chi-square value
should be less than 6.251 when examining the perceptions of
accessibility by continuing education students.
Operational Hypothesis 3; Given the 1977 and 1981 assessment
data on 2 X 4 contingency tables, the examination of the effect of
community college administrative budgetary decisions upon the per
ceptions of accessibility by continuing, education students for Items
12, 17, 18, 26, and 56 should show a chi-square value of 6.251 or
higher with three degrees of freedom.

Given the cumulative frequen

cies for the 1977 and 1981 assessment data, the 1977 scores at the
50th percentile should be higher than the 1981 scores for the desig
nated institutional services and personnel.

The null hypotheses for

the five related operational subhypotheses should be rejected at the
.10 level of significance.
Subhypothesis 3.1: Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions increased the funding level from 1977 to
1981 for counseling services (Item 12), the chi-square value
should be 6.251 or higher when examining the perceptions of
accessibility by continuing education students.

The 50th
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percentile for the 1981 assessment data should be lower than
1.689.
Subhypothesis 3.2; Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions increased the level of funding from 1977 to
1981 for food services (Item 17), the chi-square value should
be 6.251 or higher when examining the perceptions of accessi
bility by continuing education students.

The 50th percentile

for the 1981 assessment data should be lower than 2.062.
Subhypothesis 3.3: Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions increased the funding level from 1977 to
1981 for tutoring services (Item 18), the chi-square value
should be 6.251 or higher when examining the perceptions of
accessibility by continuing education students. The 50th per
centile for the 1981 assessment data should be lower than
2.137.
Subhypothesis 3.4: Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions increased the funding level from 1977 to
1981 for the athletic program (Item 26), the chi-square value
should be 6.251 or higher when examining the perceptions of
accessibility by continuing education students.

The 50th per

centile for the 1981 assessment data should be lower than
2.039.
Subhypothesis 3.5: Since community college administrative
budgetary decisions increased the funding level from 1977 to
1981 for security staff (Item 56), the chi-square value should
be 6.251 or higher when examining the perceptions of
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accessibility by continuing education students.

The 50th per

centile for the 1981 assessment data should be lower than
2.081.
The contingency coefficient test was used on all the opera
tional subhypotheses where the null hypotheses were rejected and
statistical significance established.

In Chapter IV, the researcher

interprets the findings of the study with regard to the three re
search hypotheses and their 15 experimental hypotheses as operation
ally defined.
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CHAPTER IV

THE FINDINGS

The findings examined in this chapter determined whether a re
lationship exists between certain administrative budgetal decisions
and student perceptions of selected institutional services and per
sonnel.

This chapter reports the findings which resulted from the

data analysis.

The data collected through the assessment instrument

from the students enrolled in courses and seminars under the juris
diction of the Division of Continuing Education at Grand Rapids
Junior College were analyzed in accordance with the statistical pro
cedures described in Chapter III (e.g., chi-square, contingency co
efficient, and cumulative frequency tests).

The Purpose

The resultant data of this study were analyzed to examine the
effects of certain administrative budgetal decisions (the indepen
dent variable) for selected institutional services and personnel
upon certain perceptions (the dependent variable) by continuing edu
cation students attending Grand Rapids Junior College.

The three

research hypotheses as described in Chapter II were statistically
examined with respect to their 15 experimental hypotheses.
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The Results

This study utilized the descriptive survey technique and em
ployed the use of an assessment instrument to collect the data.

The

data gathering instrument contained 88 items, 18 of which were used
for the purposes of this study.
The assessment instruments were distributed by the instructors
employed by the Division of Continuing Education at Grand Rapids
Junior College.

There were 4,459 students enrolled in the Division

of Continuing Education, 1,804 of which returned the assessment in
struments (40.5%).
tion (99.3%).

Of those returned, 1,791 were in usable condi

Table 3 describes the nature of the assessment re

turns .

Table 3
Assessment Returns (1981)

Survey returns

Amount returned

Cumulative returns

1st week

981 (22.0%)

981 (22.0%)

2nd week

518 (11.6%)

1,499 (33.6%)

3rd week

201 ( 4.5%)

1,700 (38.1%)

4th-6th weeks

104 ( 2.4%)

1,804 (40.5%)

To examine administrative reliability, Item 87 of the assess
ment instrument was used.

This item inquired as to the difficulty

of completing the survey.

Only 3.7% of the respondents indicated

that they had some difficulty in completing the survey.

In the
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earlier survey conducted in 1977, 4.1% of the respondents indicated
that they had difficulty in completing that survey.

Since there was

no significant difference found between students having difficulty
in completing the survey in 1977 and in 1981, administrative reli
ability is confirmed.

Since the items used in the assessment in

strument were documented in literature, content validity was also
confirmed.
Two items were utilized to determine the nonresponse bias of
the assessment instrument:
ground).

Item 1 (sex) and Item 6 (ethnic back

Table 2 indicates the nonresponse bias.

In this study,

there was no meaningful difference found between the sex and ethnic
background of those who completed the assessment instrument and
those who did not.

The same was true for the earlier 1977 study.

Consequently, the returned assessment instruments are considered to
be a representative sample (n = 1,804) of the population (N = 4,459)
examined.
In order to graphically describe the resultant data, Table 4
indicates the students' responses to the assessment instrument by
category of accessibility.

There were four categories:

extremely

accessible, usually accessible, sometimes accessible, and rarely
accessible.

In computing the chi-square calculations for accessi

bility, the category of "no involvement" was omitted.

(The re

searcher assumed that if a student had no involvement with one of
the selected services or personnel items, that student's perception
of accessibility would not be valid.)

Subsequently, perceptions of

accessibility were calculated for students that indicated some
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involvement with a particular institutional service or contact with
institutional personnel.

Table 4 presents the data in a format to

assist in the tinderstanding of the relationship that exists between
certain administrative budgetary decisions of institutional services
and personnel and student perceptions of those selected institu
tional services and personnel.

Table 4
Student Perceptions of Accessibility

Extremely
accessible
4.1:

Usually
accessible

Sometimes
accessible

Cumulative
Rarely
frequency
accessible (50th percentile)

Parking Facilities (Item 9), X2 = 11.2994.

1981

431

743

262

145

2.077

1977

462

641

256

174

2.093

4.2:

Library Services (Item 10), x2 = 3.9253

1981

480

611

108

36

1.757

1977

533

561

91

32

1.689

4.3:

Counseling Services (Item 12), x2 = 5.0384

1981

185

340

172

86

2.203

1977

173

363

188

111

2.284

4.4:

College Bookstore (Item 16), x2 = 4.0712

1981

393

799

268

106

2.056

1977

415

757

272

85

2.018
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Table 4 (Continued)

Extremely
accessible

Usually
accessible

Sometimes
accessible

Cumulative
Rarely
frequency
accessible (50th percentile)

4.5 : Food Services (Item 17), x2 = 8.7883
1981

190

445

147

83

2.142

1977

228

476

164

61

2.062

4.6:

Tutoring Services (Item 18), x2 = 18.2875

1981

78

134

90

39

2.264

1977

78

100

56

29

2.137

4.7:

Testing Services (Item 19), x2 = 22.4420

1981

82

209 ’

90

55

2.271

1977

64

160

79

38

2.267

4.8:

College Catalogs (Item 24), x2 = 15.0407

1981

378

551

215

103

2.034

1977

410

493

168

74

1.918

4.9:

Athletic Program (Item 26), x2 = 7.3480

1981

65

118

68

23

2.179

1977

93

114

52

26

2.039

4.10:

Student Publications (Item 29), x2 = 6.1962

1981

119

277

160

92

2.347

1977

134

228

148

96

2.340
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Table 4 (Concluded)

Extremely
accessible

Usually
accessible

Sometimes
accessible

Cumulative
Rarely
frequency
accessible (50th percentile)

Administrators (Item 51), x2 = 13.2104

4.11:
1981

97

310

125

108

2.381

1977

146

303

143

88

2.254

4.12:

Secretarial Staff (Item 52), x2 = 10.1055

1981

190

467

144

44

2.050

1977

216

494

148

74

2.086

4.13 : Instructors (Item 53) , x2 = 11.6564
1981

472

685

196

39

1.858

1977

508

744

153

26

1.788

4.14:

Counselors (Item 54) , x2 = 3.3633

1981

210

475

210

89

2.879

1977

206

435

216

106

2.231

4.15 : Security Staff (Item 56), x2 = 1.1590
1981

122

158

80

38

2.088

1977

114

150

70

37

2.081
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The Research Hypotheses
In Chapter II, three research hypotheses were described.

After

assigning the 15 experimental hypotheses, each was operationally de
fined and analyzed utilizing the statistical methods outlined in
Chapter III.

The first research hypothesis considered was:

When certain administrative budgetary decisions decrease the
level of funding for selected institutional services and personnel,
the perceptions of accessibility by continuing education students in
1981 will be lower for those services and personnel than the percep
tions of accessibility for those students studied in 1977.
Upon analyzing this research hypothesis, six items were found
to have a decrease in funding level:

parking facilities (Item 9),

campus bookstore (Item 16), college catalogs (Item 24), student
publications (Item 29), administrators (Item 51), and counselors
(Item 54).
mined.

Table 1 indicates how the funding decrease was deter

To confirm the first research hypothesis, the null hypothe

sis for- each of the six experimental hypotheses should be rejected
at the .10 level of significance (with three degrees of freedom).
With each null hypothesis having a critical x2 value of 6.251, the
null hypothesis was rejected when the x2 value exceeded 6.251.
Since Research Hypothesis 1 was directional in nature, the cumula
tive frequency at the 50th percentile was also reviewed.

Table 5

indicates the statistical interpretation of the institutional ser
vice and personnel items as operationally defined in the first re
search hypothesis.
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Table 5
Research Hypothesis 1

Subhypothesis (Item)

X2 value

Null hypothesis

Direction

Relationship

1.1 Parking facilities (119)

11.2994

Rejected (]> = .02)

Incorrect

.06 (.08)a

Retain null

N/Ab

N/A

Rejected (j> = .01)

Correct

.08 (.11)

Retain null

N/A

N/A

Rejected (jj = .01)

Correct

.10 (.14)

Retain null

N/A

N/A

1.2 Campus bookstore (//16)

4.0712

1.3 College catalogs (//24)

15.0407

1.4 Student publications (//29)
1.5 Administrators (//51)
1.6 Counselors (//54)

6.1962
13.2104
3.3633

3

The parentheses indicates the relationship on a 1.00 scale.
^N/A means this category of information is not applicable,

-o

Cn

With harking facilities, college catalogs, and administrators
having ape2 value greater than 6.251, they appear to confirm to Re
search Hypothesis 1 by rejecting the null hypothesis as operation
ally defined.

Whereas, campus bookstore, student publications, and

counselors definitely do not confirm this research hypothesis; they
had x2 values less than 6.251.

After referring to Table 4, the

cumulative frequency at the 50th percentile for college catalogs and
administrators indicate that they are directionally correct and that
parking facilities is not directionally correct.
Additionally, it is important to use the contingency co
efficient test to determine the strength of the relationship.

Both

college catalogs and administrators have weak relationships, .08 and
.10, respectively.

These contingency coefficients are based upon a

maximum correlation of .71.

(Table 5 also indicates what the corre

lation would be on a 1.00 scale.)

The coefficients for college

catalogs and administrators indicate that a weak relationship exists
between administrative budgetary decisions and the students' percep
tions of accessibility toward that selected institutional service
and personnel item.
The second research hypothesis considered was:
When certain administrative budgetary decisions maintain the
level of funding for selected institutional services, and personnel,
the perceptions of accessibility by continuing education students
in 1981 will remain- similar for those services and personnel to
the perceptions of accessibility for those students studied in 1977.
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Upon analyzing this research hypothesis, four items were found
to have no change in the funding level:

library services (Item 10),

testing services (Item 19), secretaries (Item 52), and instructors
(Item 53).

Table 1 indicated how the funding level was determined.

To confirm the second research hypothesis, the null hypothesis for
each of the four experimental hypotheses should be retained at the
.10 level of significance (with three degrees of freedom). With
each null hypothesis having a critical x2 value of 6.251, the null
hypothesis was retained when the x2 value was less than 6.251.
Since Research Hypothesis 2 was not directional in nature, the con
tingency coefficient and cumulative frequency tests were not neces
sary.

Table 6 indicates the statistical interpretation of the in

stitutional service and personnel items as operationally defined in
the second research hypothesis.
Library services was the only item which confirmed Research
Hypothesis 2 by retaining the null hypothesis..

Whereas, testing

services, secretaries, and instructors definitely do not confirm the
second research hypothesis; their x2 values were greater than 6.251.
The third research hypothesis considered was:
When certain administrative budgetary decisions increase the
level of funding for selected institutional services and personnel,
the perceptions of accessibility by continuing education students
in 1981 will increase toward those services and personnel from the
perceptions of accessibility for those students studied in 1977.
Upon analyzing this research hypothesis, five items were found
to have an increased funding level:

counseling services (Item 12),
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Table 6
Research Hypothesis 2

Subhypothesis (Item)

X2 value

Null hypothesis

Direction

Relationship

Retained null

N/Aa

N/A

22.4420

Rejected

Incorrect

.17 (.25)b

2.3 Secretaries (//52)

10.1055

Rejected (£ = .02)

Incorrect

.08 (.11)

2.4 Instructors (//53)

11.6564

Rejected (£ = .01)

Incorrect

.06 (.08)

2.1 Library services (//10)

3.9253

2.2 Testing services (//19)

(jj

= .001)

N/A means this category of information is not applicable.
bThe parentheses indicates the relationship on a 1.00 scale.

4N
00

food services (Item 17), tutoring services (Item 18), athletic pro
gram (Item 26), and security staff (Item 56).
the funding increase was determined.

Table 1 indicates how

To confirm the third research

hypothesis, the null hypothesis for each of the five experimental
hypotheses should be rejected at the .10 level of significance (with
three degrees of freedom). With each null hypothesis having a
critical x2 value of 6.251, the null hypothesis was rejected when
the x2 value exceeded 6.251.

Since Research Hypothesis 3 was direc

tional in nature, the cumulative frequency at the 50th percentile
was also reviewed.

Table 7 indicates the statistical interpretation

of the institutional service and personnel items as operationally
defined in the third research hypothesis.
With food services, tutoring services, and athletic program
having a x2 value greater than 6.251, they appear to confirm Re
search Hypothesis 3 by rejecting the null hypothesis as opera
tionally defined.

Whereas, counseling services and security staff

definitely do not confirm this research hypothesis; they had x2
values of less than 6.251.

After referring to Table 4, the cumula

tive frequency at the 50th percentile for. food services, tutoring
services, and athletic program indicated that they were all direc
tionally incorrect.

Therefore, none of the institutional services

and personnel confirmed the third research hypothesis.

The Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of adminis
trative budgetary decisions for selected institutional services and
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Table 7
• Research Hypothesis 3

Subhypothesis (Item)

X2 value

Null hypothesis

Direction

Relationship

3.1 Counseling services (//12)

5.0384

Retain null

N/A3

N/A

3.2 Food services (//17)

8.7883

Rejected (p = .05)

Incorrect

.07 (.io)b

Rejected (£ = .001)

Incorrect

.17 (.25)

3.3 Tutoring services (//18)

18.2875

3.4 Athletic program (//26)

7.3480

Rejected (jj = .10)

Incorrect

.11 (.15)

3.5 Security staff (//56)

1.1590

Retain null

N/A

N/A

N/A means this category of information is not applicable.
bThe parentheses indicates the relationship on a 1.00 scale.
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personnel upon the perceptions of accessibility by continuing educa
tion students attending Grand Rapids Junior College.
survey method was utilized.

A descriptive

The relatively high rate of assessment

instrument return indicated that the respondents were satisfied that
the process and the technique used was an adequate measure of their
perceptions.

Content validity and administrative reliability were

confirmed.
The three research hypotheses incorporated 15 experimental
hypotheses.

Of those 15 experimental hypotheses, only three con

firmed a research hypothesis.

Table 8 indicates the confirmations

of the three research hypotheses.
Given the examination of the resultant data, administrative
budgetary decisions have a direct and significant impact upon the
following three institutional services and personnel items: li
brary services, college catalogs, and administrators.

There appears

to be virtually no administrative budgetary decision impact upon the
following five institutional services and personnel:

counseling

services, campus bookstore, student publications, counselors, and
security staff.

Administrative budgetary decisions appear to have

an adverse impact upon the following seven institutional services
and personnel:

parking facilities, food services, tutoring services,

testing services, athletic program, secretaries, and instructors.
Even though the assessment instrument and the survey methodology
were found to be appropriate and adequate for the purpose of this
study, it was generally demonstrated that certain administrative
budgetary decisions for institutional services and personnel had
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Table 8

Research Hypothesis Confirmation

Subhypothesis
(Level of
significance)

Direction

Confirmed
hypothesis

Parking facilities (#9)

1.1 (.02)

Incorrect

No

Library services (#10)

2.1 (N/S)a

Correct

Yes

Counseling services (#12)

3.1 (N/S)

N/Ab

No

Campus bookstore (#16)

1.2 (N/S)

N/A

No

Food services (#17)

3.2 (.05)

Incorrect

No

Tutoring services (#18)

2.2 (.001)

Incorrect

No

Testing services (#19)

3.3 (.001)

Incorrect

No

College catalogs (#24)

1.3 (.01)

Correct

Yes

Athletic program (#26)

3.4 (.10)

Incorrect

No

Student publications (#29)

1.4 (N/S)

N/A

No

Administrators (#51)

1.5 (.01)

Correct

Yes

Secretaries (#52)

2.3 (.02)

Incorrect

No

Instructors (#53)

2.4 (.01)

Incorrect

No

Counselors (#54)

1.6 (N/S)

N/A

No

Security staff (#56)

3.5 (N/S)

N/A

No

Institutional item

^ / S = not significant.
bN/A = not applicable.
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little impact upon student perceptions of accessibility toward those
selected institutional services and personnel.
Given the findings of this study, what impact might this have
on administrative decision-makers?

Will the administrative decision

makers need to consider student perceptions?

Will student percep

tions be a significant factor in the decision-making process?

Chap

ter V will more specifically address the ramifications of the find
ings presented in this chapter.
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CHAPTER V

THE CONCLUSION

Introduction

This chapter contains a summary of the methodology utilized by
the researcher, the principal findings of the study, and recommenda
tions based upon those findings.

The Summary

This study utilized a descriptive survey technique to focus
upon the relationship between administrative budgetary decisions and
student perceptions.

Specifically, the purpose of this study was to

examine the effects of administrative budgetary decisions for se
lected institutional services and personnel upon certain perceptions
of continuing education students attending Grand Rapids Junior Col
lege.
This study had four research objectives; all of which were
accomplished.

First, the researcher identified those administrative

budgetary decisions which impacted selected institutional services
and personnel.

Second, the researcher reviewed the available commu

nity college research and documentation that pertained to student
perceptions and the decision-making process.

Third, the researcher

assessed the perceptions of continuing education students attending
Grand Rapids Junior College toward selected institutional services
54
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and personnel.

Fourth, the researcher examined the effects of cer

tain administrative budgetary decisions upon the perceptions of
accessibility by continuing education students.
In recent years much has been written with respect to the
decision-making process in higher education, and much continues to
be written about the perceptions of college students. Research at
the community college level is virtually nonexistent with respect to
decision making, but is more plentiful with respect to student per
ceptions.

However, the researcher found no available documentation

relating administrative budgetary decisions to student perceptions
at any educational level.

Given this fact, this examination can

serve as a benchmark study for further research examining the rela
tionship between administrative budgetary decisions and student per
ceptions .
In addition to acknowledging the lack of adequate literature
regarding this relationship, the instability of the current fiscal
situation makes it imperative for college administrators to better
understand the effects of administrative budgetary decisions upon
the perceptions of students.

This benchmark study provided an em

pirical foundation from which further examination could be con
ducted.

There is significant implications when administrative bud

getary decisions directly impact student perceptions.

Conversely,

it is equally important when administrative budgetary decisions do
not impact student perceptions.

Either way, this study should have

a profound effect upon future community college research as it per
tains to the decision-making process.
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This descriptive study utilized a survey technique in acquiring
the data.

Instructors employed by the Division of Continuing Educa

tion at Grand Rapids Junior College distributed the assessment in
struments to their students; 1,804 (40.5%) of the assessment instru
ments were returned.

Of those, 1,791 were usable instruments.

No

nonresponse bias was found, and the assessment instrument had con
tent validity and administrative reliability.

In order to statisti

cally analyze the resultant data, the following nonparametric tests
were used:

chi-square, contingency coefficient, and cumulative fre

quency tests.

The Findings

There were three research hypotheses examined in this study.
The first research hypothesis had six experimental hypotheses, the
second research hypothesis had four experimental hypotheses, and
the third research hypothesis had five experimental hypotheses.

The

15 experimental hypotheses were operationally defined and were sta
tistically analyzed.

The following is a summary of the findings

with respect to each research hypothesis:
Research Hypothesis 1 : When administrative budgetary decisions
decrease the funding levels of selected institutional services and
personnel, the perceptions of accessibility by continuing education
students in 1981 will be lower for those services and personnel
(e.g., parking facilities, campus bookstore, college catalogs, stu
dent publications, administrators, and counselors) than perceptions
of accessibility for those students studied in 1977.
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Experimental Hypothesis 1.1: Parking facilities (Item 9);
even though the null hypothesis was rejected, the operational
subhypothesis was directionally incorrect.

The research

hypothesis was not confirmed.
Experimental Hypothesis 1.2: Campus bookstore (Item 16);
since the null hypothesis was retained, the research hypothesis
was not confirmed.
Experimental Hypothesis 1.3: College catalogs (Item 24);
since the null hypothesis was rejected and the subhypothesis
was directionally correct, the research hypothesis was con
firmed.
Experimental Hypothesis 1.4; Student publications (Item
29); since the null hypothesis was retained, the research
hypothesis was not confirmed.
Experimental Hypothesis 1.5: Administrators (Item 51);
since the null hypothesis was rejected and the subhypothesis
was directionally correct, the research hypothesis was con
firmed.
Experimental Hypothesis 1.6; Counselors (Item 54); since
the null hypothesis was retained, the research hypothesis was
not confirmed.
Research Hypothesis 2: When administrative budgetary decisions
do not change the funding levels of selected institutional services
and personnel, the perceptions of accessibility by continuing educa
tion students in 1977 will not change for those services and person
nel (e.g., library services, testing services, secretaries, and

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f the copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout p erm ission.

instructors) from the perceptions of accessibility for those stu
dents studied in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 2.1: Library services (Item 10);
since the null hypothesis was retained, the research hypothesis
was confirmed.
Experimental Hypothesis 2.2: Testing services (Item 19);
since the null hypothesis was rejected, the research hypothesis
was not confirmed.
Experimental Hypothesis 2.3;

Secretaries (Item 52); since

the null hypothesis was rejected, the research hypothesis was
not confirmed.
Experimental Hypothesis 2.4:

Instructors (Item 53); since

the null hypothesis was rejected, the research hypothesis was
not confirmed.
Research Hypothesis 3: When administrative budgetary decisions
increase the funding levels of selected institutional services and
personnel, the perceptions of accessibility by continuing education
students in 1981 will be higher for those services and personnel
(e.g., counseling services, food services, tutoring services,
athletic program, and security staff) than the perceptions of acces
sibility for those students studied in 1977.
Experimental Hypothesis 3.1: Counseling services (Item
12); since the null hypothesis was retained, the research
hypothesis was not confirmed.
Experimental Hypothesis 3.2: Food services (Item 17);
even though the null hypothesis was rejected, the operational
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subhypothesis was directionally incorrect.

The research

hypothesis was not confirmed.
Experimental Hypothesis 3.3: Tutoring services (Item 18);
even though the null hypothesis was rejected, the operational
subhypothesis was directionally incorrect.

The research

hypothesis was not confirmed.
Experimental Hypothesis 3.4: Athletic program (Item 26);
even though the null hypothesis was rejected, the operational
subhypothesis was directionally incorrect.

The research

hypothesis was not confirmed.
Experimental Hypothesis 3.5: Security staff (Item 56);
since the null hypothesis was retained, the research hypothesis
was not confirmed.
With only three of the 15 experimental hypotheses confirming a
research hypothesis, the researcher believes this study generally
demonstrated that administrative budgetary decisions for selected
institutional services and personnel had little impact upon certain
perceptions of continuing education students attending Grand Rapids
Junior College.

The Recommendations

For the purpose of this study, the responses of the continuing
education students attending Grand Rapids Junior College were
treated as perceptions rather than indications of actual adequacy of
institutional services and personnel.

No attempt was made by the

researcher to rate the actual effectiveness of the selected
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institutional service and personnel categories.

However, this study

did give the researcher insight into the attitudes of the students
regarding the effectiveness of the selected institutional services
and personnel.

Given the resultant data and the insights obtained

by the researcher, the following recommendations were made available
to the administrative staff at Grand Rapids Junior College:
1.

Since student perceptions in 1981 were expected to be

higher than in 1977 when funding levels increased for selected in
stitutional services and personnel, administrators should examine
why student perceptions did not increase for counseling services,
food services, tutoring services, athletic program, and security
staff.

Efforts should be concentrated on developing promotional

initiatives for the services and in-service training for personnel.
Administrators need to maximize service and personnel effectiveness
in areas of increased funding.
2.

Since student perceptions in 1981 were expected to remain

similar to those in 1977 when funding levels remained constant for
selected institutional services and personnel, administrators should
examine why student perceptions decreased for testing services and
instructors.

Again, promotional efforts and in-service training

were suggested.
3.

Since student perceptions in 1981 were expected to be lower

than in 1977 when funding levels decreased for selected institu
tional services and personnel, administrators should examine why
student perceptions did not decrease for parking facilities, campus
bookstore, student publications, and counselors.

Information
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gathered could be useful in promotional activities and in-service
training seminars.

Administrators need to better understand why

student perceptions increased for some institutional services and
personnel even when their funding levels were decreased.
College administrators need to better understand the unique
impact institutional services and personnel have on the perceptions
of students. The correlation between administrative budgetary deci
sions and student perceptions is only one indication of a successful
decision-making process.

This study, however, indicated that there

was little correlation between administrative budgetary decisions
and student perceptions.

One must realize that budgetary decisions

may not necessarily be the dominant factor in determining student
perceptions. Perhaps, nonbudgetary policy decisions have a greater
influence on the perceptions of students.

The researcher encourages

such investigation.

The Conclusion

This study demonstrated that administrative budgetary decisions
had little impact upon certain perceptions of continuing education
students attending Grand Rapids Junior College.

The implications

are enormous; administrative decision-makers need not be concerned
about student perceptions when determining budget levels for insti
tutional services and personnel.

The resultant data implies that

administrative consideration of student perceptions may not be worth
the effort.

According to the results of this study, administrative

budgeting decisions did not have a meaningful impact on certain
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student perceptions.
The assessment instrument developed for this study was capable
of discerning discrepancies in perceptions of accessibility by con
tinuing education students, and its continued utilization may assist
administrators in better understanding institutional services and
personnel.

Higher correlations between administrative budgetary de

cisions and student perceptions may indicate to college administra
tors that student perceptions have a greater relevance in the
decision-making process.
study.

However, this was not the case in this

Discrepancies between administrative budgetary decisions and

student perceptions may suggest to college administrators that other
factors need to be examined.

The researcher encourages further

examination of this relationship as well as the investigation of the
effect of nonbudgetary policy decisions upon student perceptions.
Additionally, the researcher suggests refinement of the assessment
instrument to facilitate such examination.

Over time, this assess

ment instrument may provide administrators with information that
could assist them in the decision-making process.
Stufflebeam and associates (1971) contended that one of the
major reasons evaluation is in difficulty is that the knowledge with
respect to the decision-making process and of the methodologies re
lating evaluation to decision making is woefully inadequate.

This

benchmark study provides an empirical foundation for examining the
decision-making process from which additional research may be con
ducted to better understand the relationship between administrative
budgetary decisions and student perceptions.
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PROJECT C .A .R .E . - THE ASSESSMENT DESIGN
The Collegiate A ctivities R esearch Effort
G rand R apids J u n io r College

The fourth phase of the Collegiate Activities Research Effort is the de
termination and development of an assessment design for the Continuing
Education Division at Grand Rapids Junior College. This report will
describe stages which w ill be incorporated in the assessment design
as well as to recommend an assessment instrum ent. This instrum ent
will be disseminated to students enrolled in Continuing Education pro
gram s. In cooperation with the Curriculum Planning and Evaluation
staff of the Grand Rapids Public School System, a procedural model
for conducting an interactive assessment was established. This proce
du ral model has several stages to be considered p rio r to the actual in
itiation of the assessm ent instrum ent. It should be emphasized that
each stage is distinctly different, each producing information upon
which each subsequent stage will re ly . This interactive assessment
model ham five prim ary stages: one, die assessm ent design determina
tion stage; tw o, the instrum ent development stage; th re e , the data col
lection and interpretation stage; four, the data reporting and dissemina
tion stage; and five, the assessm ent follow-up stage. This report will
succinctly address this process.
F irstly , the assessm ent design stage is extremely crucial to Project
C .A .R .E . It is important to provide an overview of the assessment
effort, to clarify any misconceptions regarding the nature and intent
of th is effort, and to establish communication links between groups
(the Instructional Council and the College Forum) in review ing the doc
uments generated. Additionally, a major ta sk in the assessment de
sign is staff orientation. This orientation assists in the determination
of staff perceptions of th e goals and objectives of the assessm ent effort;
and to ascertain the degree of discrepancy between staff accepted goals
and objectives and those originally proposed. The College Activities
Research Effort Concept Statement addressed these issues initially.
The concept statement provided information to minimize m isunderstand
ing and erronipus expectations. An assessment summary and param eter
statement were also developed to create a greater awareness of the assess
ment effort. Staff involvement assists in the alleviation of much of the
th reat which an assessm ent may induce, and to facilitate greater recep
tivity of the staff towards the assessment findings. The importance of
th is first stage cannot be over-em phasized. In-service meetings with
representative groups of Junior College are highly recommended.
Secondly, the instrum ent development stage consists prim arily of the
identifying an d /o r developing data collection d esigns. It is equally
important to compile all the written materials available describing
the nature and intent of the assessment project. A literature search
was initiated. As the data was gathered and analyzed, it could not
be placed into proper perspective without an analysis of existing
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continuing education program s at Junior College. It became imperative
to know and understand the present character of the Continued Educa66
tion Division. Consequently, a report describing the various components
of Continuing Education was written; th is was phase one of Project C .A.R .E .
Upon completion of that re p o rt, the data which was compiled from the com
munity colleges in Michigan, state and national organizations, educational
research offices and various publication sources. This datum prim arily
rep resen ts the content of phase two report of Project C .A .R .E. , the Lit
erature Review. From th e analysis of the datum collected, an assess
ment instrum ent format was drafted. This format outlined the necessary
documents to compliment the facilitation of the assessm ent instrum ent. Ad
dendum I indicates the format utilized. The capability of developing an
instrum ent to adequately m easure the educational needs of Continuing Ed
ucation students and to adquately relate the resultant information in a
meaningful format was somewhat questionable. Was the data base for
the Continuing Education Division at Junior College adequate? Phase
th ree of Project C .A .R .E . , the Data Base of the Continuing Education
Division, was generated. The data base rep o rt examined the flexibility
of the existing operation in term s of linkage paths and appropriate com
p u ter program s. This area could be investigated fu rth e r. N evertheless,
the m aterials compiled and the complimentary reports generated did pro
vide sufficient background data to develop an assessm ent instrum ent, hi
review ing the instrum ent bank at the Curriculum Planning and Evalua
tion Office and in review ing th e input and suggestions of Junior College's
adm inistrative staff, a tenative assessment instrum ent was developed
utilizing the format. C urrently, Project C .A .R .E . will be addressing the
areas indicated in the Param eter Statement. Any instrum ent developed
and selected is review ed b y the Dean of Continuing Education and b y the
President of Junior College to ensure its compatibility with the goals and
mission of the Continuing Education Division and Grand Rapids Junior
College.
Moreover, it becomes increasingly important to know what other research ,
evaluation or assessm ent efforts are currently be initiated or are in plan
ning stages at Junior College which may effort Project C .A .R .E . At this
time, th ere are four such efforts: one, the affirmative action study; two,
the delphi study; th re e, the weekend college evaluation; and four, the
research department feasibility study. These four studies may have an
indirect impact on Project C .A .R .E . Whenever possible all Grand Rapids
Junior College's re se arc h , evaluation and assessment efforts should be
coordinated in term s of the types of instrum ents to be utilized, the groups
to be surveyed, the duration of the surv ey , and the linkages established
between the various efforts. In reg ard s to the four efforts indicated , co
operative understandings have been made. It should be noted that the
R eg istrar's Office and the College Development Office at Grand Rapids
Junior College have been most helpful in the determination of the assess
ment instrum ent. At this time the following reeommandfltifing would be
in ord er in term s of instrumentation:
1.

Who is to be assessed? All students currently enrolled in Continu
in g Education program s at Grand Rapids Junior College sh«n be
assessed.
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2.

3.

4.

How will th e assessm ent be made? The assessment instrum ent will
be mailed to all Continuing Education students. The assessm ent de
sign will allow th e students to mail back th e ir instrum ents. Random
personal interview s will also take place to verify the w ritten findings,
to ascertain any defects in the assessm ent d esig n , and to elaborate
on the student's w ritten commentary. Directions to students will be
included in th e assessm ent instrum ent as well as explained by th eir
respective in stru cto rs during th e assessm ent period.
When will th e assessm ent take place? As indicated in the Concept
Statement, th e assessm ent will be initiated February 1, 1977. By
April 1, 1977, th e resultant data from the re tu rn mailers and p e r
sonal interview s should be received and completed, respectively.
Additional recommendations a . All continuing education students should receive information re 
garding th e questionnaire and personal interview s to take
place in this phase or Project C .A .R .E .
b . All continuing education faculty w ill have an in-service
meeting to explain the ramifications of the assessm ent effort
and th e ir responsibilities in its achievement.

T h irdly, th e data collection and interpretation stage appears to be a rela
tively laborious function. The assessm ent instrum ent has a postage paid
re tu rn incorporated into its design. This should facilitate the re tu rn of
th e instrum ents. Pertaining to th e monitoring aspect of data collection,
all Junior College offices will be aware of the assessm ent effort so that all
retu rn ed instrum ents w ill be forw arded to the appropriate office. Two
months have been designated as the collection period, h i this period all
necessary interview ing and instrum ent clarification shall take place in
addition to beginning data reduction. h i the data interpretation aspect
of th is stage, datum is collected and catagorized into a meaningful format.
Addendum n is the Code Book to be utilized when transfering the data
from th e assessm ent instrum ent to th e punch c a rd s . Data will be analyzed
for significant tren d indications; prelim inary interpretative statements
will be developed for review by the Planning Committee p rio r to its
formalization. Phase five of Project C .A .R .E ., the assessment an aly sis,
w ill cover th e ramfications incorporated by the th ird stage of th is assess
ment design re p o rt. Data interpretation will be presented in a format
conducive to making recommendations to continue, modify or eliminate
existing program s and serv ices.
Fourthly, th e rep o rtin g and dissemination stage is another function which
receives a high p rio rity . Emphasis is again placed upon developing effect
ive face-to-face interaction to explain and discuss the assessm ent findings.
Although much time is consumed in the development of w ritten re p o rts ,
equal planning and preparation goes into the development or v erb al and
graphic presentation of assessm ent findings. Data appear to be more
easily understand and applied when an interpersonal exchange between
th e project staff and appropriate Junior College personnel e x ists. This
is not always p o ssib le. Yet to the degree that an objective and relevant
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dialogue can be established, a presentation of the assessment analysis
seems to evidence the greatest utility of the resultant findings. Phase
six of Project C. A .R .E ., the analysis presentation, will incorporate
th is design stage into its format.
Lastly, the assessm ent follow-up stage addresses the deficiencies of
th e assessment design and to determine the degree to which modification
could o r should be made. As is previously indicated, the assessment
effort does not end with th e distribution of the assessment information.
The follow-up aspect is the key to meaningful assessment evaluation
and provides an opportunity to assess th e degree of improvement which
can be brought about by sustained assessment activity. Additionally,
th is aspect affords the Continuing Education Division an opportunity to
express th eir perceptions of assessment recommendations and to explain
th eir decisions to continue, modify, or terminate existing programs and
services an d /o r to investigate, develop and implement programs and
services. This follow-up stage will assist in the planning of another
assessm ent effort should th is be appropriate. Decisions should be made
to implement an instrum ent for on-going assessment in order to investi
gate tre n d s , to assess program s and serv ices, and to examine particular
areas of in terest to the Continuing Education Division.
In conclusion, this phase four report has outlined an assessment design
conducive to the ramifications of the Collegiate Activities Research Effort.
This assessm ent/design rep o rt indicates a five stage process to develop
and implement the assessm ent instrum ent. P rior to the phase V report
th e instrum ent developed for the assessm ent design shall be imple
mented, and the data shall be collected and interpreted. Interim reports
shall be generated to keep the appropriate offices aware of the progress
of th e assessment effort.
kmb - 12/17/76
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ADDENDUM I: DESIGN IMPLEMENTATION TIME LINE

Table
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.
J.
K.
L.
M.

Document Description (Color)
Outline of Faculty Responsibility (yellow)
The Parameter Statement (green)
The Concept Summary (blue)
Project Summary for Students (white)
Faculty Instruction Sheet (yellow)
Student Definition Sheet (white)
Faculty Dissemination Sheet (yellow)
Assessment Instrum ent for Students (tan)
Student Interview Letter (white)
Interview Telephone Script (white)
Interview Confirmation Letter (white)
Interview Schedule Form (white)
Faculty Reminder and Student Appreciation
Statement (yellow)

Dissemination
Date
January
January
January
January
January
February
February
February
February
February
F ebruary
F ebruary

15
15
15
17-21
31
1-4
7
7
14
14-25
21-25
21-28

March 1

Color Code
Faculty Inform ation....................................... Yellow
Student Inform ation....................................... White
Project In fo rm atio n .........................................Blue, Green, Tan

lwc - 2/23/77
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TO:

Continuing Education Faculty

FROM:

Ray 3oozer, The Dean of Continuing Education
Drew Allhritten, Project C.A.P.E., Director

DATE:

January, 1977

SUBJECT:

The Collegiate Activities Research Effort

The Continuing Education Division at Grand Rapids Junior College
will be implementing an assessment of the educational needs of
students enrolled in Continuing Education Programs. Your coopera
tion will greatly facilitate the accomplishment of this assessment
effort. You will have the following responsibilities:
1. During the week beginning January 17, 1977, please distribute
to your students an information sheet which briefly describes
Project C.A.R.E. This information sheet.will be similar to the
parameter statement. At that time please indicate the importance
of their cooperation.
2.

During the week beginning January 31, 1977, you will be asked to
read the assessment instrument instructions to the students in
your Continuing Education courses. Please distribute a copy of
the assessment instructions. Incorporated in the instruction
sheet will be a term definition section; be sure to review the
definitions with your class. Attempt to answer questions at
that time. Please inform your students that some students will
be selected at random for personal interviews to review the.
assessment instrument. This may or may not0affect anyone in your
class.

3.

During the week beginning February 28, 1977, you will be asked to
remind your students to return the assessment instruments if they
haven't done so already. You will receive additional instruments
to distribute at that time to those who may have misplaced or not
have received their assessment instrument in the mall.

During the assessment distribution and collection period, should
students ask for another copy of the assessment Instrument, do not
hesitate to contact 456-4368 for additional copies. Your participa
tion is vital to the success of the assessment effort. Your time and
cooperation will be the key to the Collegiate Activities Research
Effort. For additional clarification, please call Drew Allhritten.
Thank you.
dms
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PROJECT C .A .R .E . - A PARAMETER STATEMENT
The Collegiate A ctivities R esearch Effort
Grand Rapids Ju n io r College

The Continuing Education Division at Grand Rapids Junior College has
undertaken a project to assess the educational needs of students enrolled
in continuing education program s. Major areas to he addressed are the
following:
1.

The demographic characteristics of the student population
enrolled in continuing education program s;

2.

The sufficiency and accessibility of continuing education
co u rses, serv ices, and activities;

3.

The accessibility and serviceability of Junior College staff
involved in continuing education programs;

4.

The clarity of Junior College procedures.

During the 1976-77 academic y e a r , the Continuing Education Division
will develop a model of systematic review in order to continue, modify,
o r terminate existing programs and services; and to investigate, de
velop and implement new programs and services.
CONTINUING EDUCATION:
At Grand Rapids Junior College, the Continuing Education Division
offers a wide variety of traditional academic courses, community ser
vice courses, workshops and sem inars, and related services in an
attempt to more completely and effectively serve the education needs
of metropolitan Grand Rapids.
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PROJECT C .A .R .£ . - A SUMMARY
Collegiate Activities R esearch Effort
Grand Rapids Ju n io r College

The Continuing Education Division at Grand Rapids Junior College has
developed a six-step model to assess education program n eeds. Junior
College students in continuing education programs will be the primary
participants in the model.
STEP ONE - RATIONALE: Educational programs under the jurisdiction
of the Continuing Education Division need a mechanism for systematic
review .
STEP TWO - IMPLEMENTATION PLAN: Input will be.solicited from the
Continuing Education staff, the Junior College administrative staff, and
others associated with continuing education programs to assist in the
development of a needs assessment design (i.e . surveys and interview s).
STEP THREE - NEEDS ASSESSMENT GOAL: The development of pro
cedures for a systematic review of continuing education programs will
be undertaken. Recommendations to continue, modify, or terminate ex
isting program s, and/or to investigate, develop, and implement new
programs will be made.
STEP FOUR - NEED ASSESSMENT OBJECTIVES: Short range objectives
include: one, a description of the components of continuing education;
tw o, a review of literature; th re e , the establishment of a data base for
continuing education; fo u r, the development of an assessment design;
' five, the implementation of the design; and six , an analysis and presen
tation of the d ata.
STEP FITE - STAFFING; The Continuing Education Division shall be
responsible for the Collegiate Activities Research Effort. Supportative
and technical assistance shall be provided by other divisions of the
college wherever possible to faciliate the assessment project. .
STEP SIX - THE TIME LINE: The major deadlines are as follows;
Components of Continuing Education
The Literature Review Report
The Data Base Report
The Assessment Design
Design Implementation Report
Assessment Analyis Report

December
December
December
December
January
June

1,
8,
15,
22,
15,
1,

1976
1976
1976
1976
1977
1977

This summary should provide an overview of the nature and intent of
Project C.A .R .E.
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TO:

Students Enrolled in Continuing Education Programs

EP.OM:

The Office of Continuing Education
Grand Rapids Junior College

SUBJECT:

The Collegiate Activities Research Effort

The Continuing Education Division at Grand Rapids Junior College
will be surveying the educational needs of students enrolled in the
Continuing Education programs. This survey will address the follow
ing areas:
1.

The demographic characteristics of Continuing Education students.

2.

The accessibility and sufficiency of Continuing Education services
and activities.

3.

The accessibility and serviceability of Junior College staff
involved with Continuing Education programs.

4.

The clarity of Junior College procedures.

You will be mailed the survey in February, 1977. Please return the
survey upon completion. You will receive written instructions attached
to the assessment instrument as well as receiving oral instructions
from your Continuing Education faculty. Project C.A.R.E. is your
opportunity to assist the Continuing Education Division of Grand
Rapids Junior College to better accommodate your educational needs.
Your time and cooperation will be appreciated.
Thank you.
dns
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DATE:

F e b ru a ry , 1977

TO:

All Continuing Education Faculty

FROM:

Drew W . A llhritten, Director
The Collegiate Activities Research Effort

SUBJECT:

Survey Instructions

Would you please review with your students the following items per
taining to Project C .A .R.E .'s assessm ent design:
I.

The Survey
A. Students will receive a mailed survey within the next two w eeks.
As indicated e a rlie r, this survey should prim arily answ er the
following questions: (Read to the class)
1. Who is the Continuing Education student?
2. Are Continuing Education staff available when needed?
3. Do Continuing Education staff give you excellent service?
4. Are Continuing Education services available at convenient times?
5. Are Continuing Education services able to satisfy student needs?
S. Are Junior College procedures clearly understood?
B. Following the survey directions are important. Should student
have any questions have them contact Mr. Allbritten at 456-4348.
Please review the attached survey definitions; be sure to distrib
ute the instruction sh eets.
C. The surveys should be returned no later than March 1st. Due
to the postage-paid re tu rn , there will be not cost to the students
completing and returning the survey.

n.

The Personal Interview
A. Some students will be selected at random for personal inter
views regarding the survey topics and their reaction to the
assessment desig n. The purposes for the personal interviews are:
1. To verify the resultant survey data.
2. To gain further insight into the survey topics.
3. To receive suggestions for a more effective surv e y .
B . Only a few students will be interview ed. This may or may not
affect anyone in your class. N evertheless, the interview letter
will b e sent out in m id-February; interview s will take place
in M arch.

All surveys will be anonymous. All interviews will be confidential. It
is the intent of the Continuing Education Division to assess all program s,
services, and activities, and to improve those areas where modification
is needed.
It should be noted that should students have any id eas, suggestions or
criticism s, they need not wait for surveys and/or interview s. The office
of Continuing Education hopes that students will address their concerns
to the appropriate Junior College personnel. Thank you for your time and
cooperation.
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DATE:

February, 1977

TO:

Continuing Education Students

FROM:

The Office of Continuing Education
Grand Rapids Junior College

75

SUBJECT: The Colleyiate Activities Research Effort - The Survey
The survey you will be receiving represents an assessment instrument dove]oped
by the Continuing Education Divison at Grand Rapids Junior College. Junior
College is currently reviewing the educational needs of students enrolled in
Continuing Education Programs. Your cooperation in completing this survey will
greatly assist the Division of Continuing Education in assessing its existing
programs. Please take the time to review, complete, and return the survey
utilizing the postage-paid return.
The survey has SO items in which to respond; it should take approximately
20-30 minutes to complete. Below is a summary of definitions used in the
survey. Please feel free to refer to them as necessary.
Definitions of Terms Used
Accessible - (1) your opportunity to easily obtain services and to conveniently
participate in activities; (2) your opportunity to approach JC staff and/or to
make office appointments.
Effective - the instructions and processes are not complicated, they are clearly
understood.
Serviceable - the ability of Junior College staff to completely satisfy your
educational needs.
Sufficient - the capacity to adequately meet your educational needs.
Extremely - to a great extent, virtually every time.
Rarely - on very few occasions, virtually not at all.
Sometimes - not very much, to a limited extent.
Usually - to a frequent extent, more often than not.
Have Not Participated/Approached - no involvement with item.
Do Not Know - no participation in or approachment of.
In addition, some students will be selected at random for personal interviews
regarding the survey topics. Letters will be mailed to home addresses. This
may or may not affect you.
Should you have any difficulties in following the directions, please do not
hesitate to call 456-4348 for additional clarification. Thank you in advance
for your time and cooperation.
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DATE:

F e b ru a ry , 1977

TO:

Continuing' Education Faculty

FROM:

Drew W. A llbritten, Director
The Collegiate Activities Research Effort

SUBJECT:

Survey Dissemination

Would you please take five minutes during your next class to distribute
th e attached surveys to your students. In order to ensure a maximum
of re tu rn s , th e Continuing Education Division would recommend the follow
in g procedure be followed:
1.
2.
3.

Distribute the surveys to your students.
Take 20*30 minutes in class to complete the survey.
Pick up the completed surveys and retu rn them to
Room 160 Main (the "new" Office of Continuing Education).

However, should th is not be passible, please distribute the surveys in
c la ss. Instruct the students to complete the instrum ent out of class and
re tu rn to you the next class session or mail to the Office of Continuing
Education utilizing the postage paid retu rn .
Your time and cooperation will facilitate the success of Project C .A .R .E.
For additional clarification, please feel free to contact my office at 3748.
Note: Some students may have completed this survey in another
c o u rse. If s o , they need not complete the survey again.
Please utilize the attached envelope to retu rn the completed
su rv ey s.
Attaebm«»Tlts

kwb - 2/2/77

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f the copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout p erm ission.

GRAND RAPIDS JUNIOR COLLEGE
THE COLLEGIATE ACTIVITIES RESEARCH EFFORT - THE SUSVET
SPRING 1977
This survey represents and assessment instrument designed by the Continuing
Education Division at Grand Rapids Junior College. Tour cooperation in com
pleting this survey will greatly assist in the assesssent of Continuing
Education ptograss. Please take the tine to review, ccnplete, and return
the survey to your Instructor or utilize the postage-paid return.
It should take approximately 20-30 ainutes to complete the 88 items in the
survey. Below is a suasary of definitions, used in the survey:
Accessible- - (1) your opportunity to essily obtain services and to
conveniently participate in activities; (2) your opportunity to
approach JC staff and/or to sake office appolaotsnts.
Effective — the instructions and processes are not complicated, they
are dearly understood.
Helpful - the ability of Junior College staff to completely satisfy your
educational needs.
Sufficient - the capacity to adequately meet your education needs.
Extremely - to a great extent, virtually every time.
Rarely - on very few occasions, virtually not at all.
Sometimes - not very such, to a limited extant.
Usually - to a frequsnt extent, sore often that not.
Have Not Participated/Approached - no involvement with itsa.
Do Not Enow - no participation in or approschment of.
Should you have any difficulties in following the directions, please do not
hesitate to call 456-3748 for additional clarification. Thank you in advance
for your time and cooperation.

SECTION I: RESPONDANT CHARACTERISTICS
Directions — Please check the one box in items 1-7 which best represents your
situation. In item 8, check the boxes which are most appropriate.
Vhat is your sex?
5.
( ) Female
( ) Kale
Chat Is your employment status?
( ) Full-time
( ) Fart-time
6.
( ) Hot employed
What is your age group?
( ) Below 20 years
C > 20-26 year*
C ) 25-25 years
C } 30-34-years
( } 35-39 years
C ) 40-44 years
7.
( ) 45-49 years
( ) 50-54 years
( ) 55 years and above
Vhat is your residential location?
( ) Northeast Grand Rapids
( ) Northwest Grand Rapids
( ) Southeast Gradd Rapids
( ) Southwest Grand Rapids
( ) Grandvllle or Wyoming
8.
( ) Kentwood or East Grand Rapids
( ) Rockford
( ) Other in Kant County
( .) Outside Kent County

Vhat is your marital status?
C ) Divorced or separated
( ) Married
( ) Single
( ) Widowed
Vhat is your ethnic background?
( ) Afro-American or Black American
( ) Caucasian or White American
c ) Parton Or Hispanic American
C -3*Borth. Amerirsn Indian or Native-

£ m e £gke
C Y Oriental or Asian
C ) Other (specify)
Vhat is your
preference?
( ) Business., Secretarial
C ) Health
C ) Liberal Arts and Sciences
( ) Para-Professional

C ) Public Service
( ) Vocational-Technical
( ) Unknown
( ) Other (specify)
Vhat is your college attendance area?
( ) Business/Industry
< ) Day College
c ) Evening College
< ) Off-Campus
( ) Weekend College
( ) Other (specify)
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DHtZCTIOSS — Please check the one category la items 9-80 which best
Indicates your response to the question listed.
SECTION II: JUNI0E COLLEGE SES7ZCZS AND ACTIVITIES
QUESTION -

j g

Q f a z

ZXZZJ.J*

fa

y 0fl

££nd the faliasing Junto*. College activities

and senvices nce.UJt-i.hlz?
'Services
sad
Activities

e
rs ■“
t:
■u »

33
9. The Parking.......... .
10.

Library Services . . . . . . .
U. Job PIarmeant Services . . . .
12. Program Counseling........
13. Career Counseling...... . .
14. Persons! Counseling . . . . . .
15. Financial Aid Opportunities . .
16. The Campus Bookstore ......
17. Pood Services.............
18. Tutoring Services ..........
19. Testing Services ..........
10. Student Insurance Opportunities
11. First Aid Assistance......
12. Lost and Found Services . . . .
13. Veterans’ Assistance ......
14. Junior College Catalogs . . . .
15. College Clubs and Organizations
16. The College Athletic Program. .
17. Intramral Activities......
18. College Cultural Experiences. .
19. Student Publications . . . . .
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Cnmanrs to improve accessibility

QUESTION - fo m at extent do you. find tk z following Junto* College activties
end Sem ites sufficient?
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The Parking...... .
Library Services..........
Job Placement Services . . . .
Program Counseling..........
Career Counseling..........
Personal Counseling . . . . . .
financial Aid Oppurriiriirtea ....
The Campus Bookstore ..... .
Pood’Services . . . . . . .
Tutoring Services . . . . . . .
Testing Services...... .
Student Insurance Opportunity .
Pirst Aid Assistance . . . . .
Lost and Pound Services . . . .
Veterans' Assistance ......
Junior College Catalogs . . . .
College Clubs and Organizations
The College Athletic Program. .
Intramural Activities......
Collage Cultural Experiences. .
Student Publications. . . . . .

Coaaents to- improve sufficiency
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SECTION IH:

JUNIOR COLLEGE PERSONNEL

QUESTION - tc xkat extent do you. i-ind the (.oticuuxg Junion. Coiizqi penocnnet

Administrators . . . . . . . .
Secretaries. ..........
Instructors . . . . . . . . .
Counselors.......... .
Stiff • • • * » • 56. Security Staff...........
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Consents to improve accessibility
QUESTION - To what extend do you. $*nd the {ottotoins JunLon. Coiiege^pen&onnet
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Consents co improve helpfulness

SECTION 17: JUNIOR COLLEGE PROCEDURES
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72. Junior College Application . . .c )
73. Scholarship Applications . . . .c )
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Consents Co laprove effectiveness
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SECTION 7: ADDUXOHAl QUESTIONS
Directions - ?1u

m

respond to items 81-88 la eh* most appropriate manner.

81. Bov did you find out about eb* courses(a) you are currently enrolled In?
(check at lease one)
( ) Counselor
( ) Employer
( ) Prlend

C)JC Brochures
C)JC. Mailing H a t
C)Baaapaper

( ) Radio
C ) Television
( )" Other (list)r

82.* Is this yourlflxse semester of attendance at Junior College?
C ) Bo

C ) To*

83. In total, horn sould you rate your Junior College experience? (check one)
( ) less than expected

( )•As Expected

( ) More than expected

84. Please identify other colleges you have attended;
83. What do you like about Junior College?

86. Vhat do you dislike about Junior College?

87. Did you have any difficulty la completing this survey? ( ) Bo ( ) Tes
88. Pleas* list any suggestions, recoBmanrfations, or ldass you nay have to
laprove the quality of our prograns, courses and/or services:

Note: Please be sure you responded to each item. The Continuing Education
Division of Grand Rapids Junior College appreciates your assistance. Brief
summaries of the findings will be aade available at the Continuing Education
Office.
REIDRS TO TODS HISTBPCTOS OS MAIL TO:

REST CLASS
Permit No. 3499
Grand Rapids, Mich.

PROJECT C.A.R.E. DIRECTOR
The Office of Continuing Education
Grand Rapids Junior College
143 Boswick U.S.
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49502

Clap*.or Staple Ease)
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DATE:

F e b ru a ry , 1977

TO:

The Continuing Education Student

FROM:

Drew W. A llhritten, Director
The Collegiate Activities Research Effort

SUBJECT:

The Interview

The Continuing Education Division at Grand Rapids Junior College
has implemented an assessm ent of students enrolled in Continuing
Education program s. The assessment design was two phases: the
survey and the interview . All Continuing Education students should
have received a su rv e y . Now, b y random selection, a few students
a re selected for an interview . You w ere one of the students selected.
Interview topics will prim arily include the areas addressed in the
su rv ey . Additional topics to include your comments, suggestions,
and ideas for Continuing Education. Your future is our fu tu re.
N evertheless, should you not want to be interview ed, please do
not feel obligated. We understand that your schedule may not be
conducive to our efforts.
All interview s will take place in March. My office should be con
tacting you in the near future. Should you foresee any difficulty
in confirming an appointment, please do not hesitate to contact the
Continuing Education Office at 456-4916. The appointment location
need not be Junior College. Perhaps it would be more convenient
to meet with you at home, at w ork, or at another location. Details
can be decided upon and confirmed when our office contacts you.
We thank you, in advance, for your time and cooperation.
twd - 2/2/77
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THE INTERVIEW: TELEPHONE SCRIPT
PROJECT C .A .R .E.
Script:
Hello, th is is the Office of Continuing Education at Grand Rapids Junior
College. I s _______(name)_______ home?
If "Yes"

If "No"

The survey director would like to
make an appointment with you to
discuss the improvement of Junior
College services. Would you like
to make an appointment?

Would you please leave a message
to h a v e
(name)_______ call
456-3748 to make an appointment
to discuss the improvement of
Junior College serv ices. Thank
you.

If "No"
Please indicate the most convenient Thank you for your tim e.
day, time, and location. (Place in
formation on the interview schedule.)
You will be receiving a confirmation
letter in the m ail. Thank you again
for your time and cooperation in the
Collegiate Activities Research Effort.
twc - 2/2/77
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DATE:

F e b ru a ry , 1977

TO:
FROM:

Drew W. A llbritten, Director
The Collegiate Activities Research Effort

SUBJECT:

Interview Confirmation

As p e r our conversation, I will plan on meeting with you to discuss
Project C .A .R .E . a t ____________________ o n ___________________ .
.
We will meet a t __________________________________
Should your plans change, please do not hesitate to contact my office
at 456-4916.
Thank you.
rw f
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PROJECT C .A .R .E . - THE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
The Collegiate Activities Research Effort
MARCH______
TIME

NAME

LOCATION

8 :00 A.M.__________________________________________
10; 00 A.M.__________________________________________
12:00 Noon
2:00 P.M.__________________________________________
4: 00 P.M.__________________________________________
6:00 P.M .____________________________ _____________
8 :00 P.M .__________________________________________
10:00 P.M.__________________________________________
Comments:
r ti - 2/1/77
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DATE:

M arch, 1977

TO:

Continuing Education Faculty

FROM:

Drew W. A llhritten, Director
The Collegiate Activities Research Effort

SUBJECT:

Project C .A .R .E . Reminder and Thank You

Please be su re to remind your students to complete and retu rn their
su rv ey s if they have not done so alread y . Should you need additional
copies, please do not hesitate to contact my office at 456-3748. Data
tabulation and data reduction has begun. Analysis of the assessment
data will begin in A p ril.
Please read the following thank you to the student in your Continuing
Education course (s):
"The Continuing Education Division at Grand Rapids Junior
College expresses th eir appreciation to those who assisted
u s b y completing the Project C .A .R .E . su rv e y . This datum
shall be utilized in modifying and developing program s to
b etter accommodate your educational n eed s. Your future is
our future! Thank you for your time and consideration."
Thank you once again for your time, cooperation, and patience during
the p ast months.
Itg
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PROJECT C .A .R .E . - ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT CODE BOOK
The Collegiate Activities Research Effort
86

COLUMN

VARIABLE

DESCRIPTION

CATEGORIES

A

Survey Number

B

Card Number

1

Sex

2

Employment Status

3

Age Group

4

Residential Location

5

Marital Status

6

Ethnic Background

1. 4-Digit Numbers (1000-9999)
2. 3-Digit Numbers (100-999)
3. 2-Digit Numbers (10-99)
4. 1-Digit Numbers (1-9)
1. Card # 1
2. Card # 2
1. Female
2. Male
0. No Response
1. Full-Time
2. Part-Time
3. Not Employed
0. No Response
1. Below 20 years
2. 20-24 years
3. 25-29 years
4. 30-34 years
5. 35-39 years
6. 40-44 years
7. 45-49 years
8. 50-54 years
9. 55 years and above
0. No Response
1. Northeast Grand Rapids
2. Northwest Grand Rapids
3. Southeast Grand Rapids
4. Southwest Grand Rapids
5. Grandville or Wyoming
6. Kentwood or East Grand Rapids
7. Rockford
8. Other in Kent County
9. Outside Kent County
0. No Response
1. Divorced or Separated
2. M arried
3. Single
4. Widowed
0. No Response
1. Afro-American (Black)
2. Caucasion (White)
3. Hispanic American (Latino)
4. Native American (Indian)
5. Asian American (Oriental)
6. Other
0. No Response

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f the copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout p erm ission.

COLUMN

VARIABLE DESCRIPTION

12

7

Academic Preference

13-18

8

College Attendance Area
(Check at Least One)

19

20

9

10

Parking

■ Library Services

21

11

Job Placement

22

12

Program Counseling

23

13

C areer Counseling

24

14

Personal Counseling

CATEGORIES

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.

Business or Secretarial
Health
Liberal Arts and Sciences
P ara - Professional
Public Service
Vocational - Technical
Unknown
Other
No Response
Business and Industry College
Day College
Evening College
Off-Campus College
Weekend College
Other
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
. Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
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COLUMN

VARIABLE

DESCRIPTION

25

15

Financial Aid Opportunities

26

16

The Campus Bookstore

27

17

Food Services

28

18

Tutoring Services

29

19

Testing Services

30

20

Student Insurance

31

21

F irst Aid

32

22

Lost and Found

CATEGORIES

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.

88

Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
R arely Accessible
Gave Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f the copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout p erm ission.

COLUMN

VARIABLE

DESCRIPTION

33

23

V eteran's Assistance

34

24

Junior College Catalogs

35

25

Clubs and Organizations

36

26

Athletic Program

37

27

Intram urals

38

28

Cultural Experiences

39

29

Student Publications

40

30

Parking

CATEGORIES

--------------

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.

89

Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
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COLUMN

VARIABLE

DESCRIPTION

CATEGORIES

41

31

Library Services

42

32

Job Placement

43

33

Program Counseling

- 44

34

Career Counseling

45

35

Personal Counseling

46

36

Financial Aid

47

37

Campus Bookstore

48

38

Food Service

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.

9Q

Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
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COLUMN

VARIABLE

DESCRIPTION

CATEGORIES

49

39

Tutoring

50

40

Testing Services

51

41

Student Insurance

52

42

F irst Aid

53

43

Lost and Found

54

44

V eteran's Assistance

55

45

College Catalogs

56

46

Clubs and Organizations

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.

91

Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes.Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
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COLUMN

VARIABLE

DESCRIPTION

CATEGORIES

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.

57

47

Athletic Program

58

48

intram urals

59

49

Cultural Experiences

60

50

Student Publications

61-80

Blank

92

Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Sufficient
Usually Sufficient
Sometimes Sufficient
Rarely Sufficient
Do Not Know
No Response
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COLUMN

VARIABLE

DESCRIPTION

CATEGORIES

1.
2.
3.
4.
I.
2.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.

1A-4A

A

Survey Number

5A

B

Card Number

6A

51

Adm inistrators

7A

52

Secretaries

8A

53

Instructors

9A

54

Counselors

10A

55

Maintenance Staff

11A

56

Security Staff

1 2A

57

A d m in is t r a to r s

4-Digit Numbers (1000-9999)
3-Digit Numbers (100-999)
2-Digit Numbers (10-99)
1-Digit Numbers (1-9)
Card # 1
Card # 2
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
R arely Accessible
Have Not Approached
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
R arely Accessible
Have Not Approached
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Approached
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
Rarely Accessible
Have Not Approached
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
R arely Accessible
Have Not Approached
No Response
Extremely Accessible
Usually Accessible
Sometimes Accessible
R arely Accessible
Have Not Approached
No Response
Extremely Helpful
Usually Helpful
Sometimes Helpful
Rarely Helpful
Do Not Know
No Response
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COLUMN

VARIABLE

DESCRIPTION

CATEGORIES
------------

13A

58

Secretaries

14A

59

Instructors

15A

60

Counselors

16A

61

Maintenance Staff

17A

62

Security Staff

18A

63

In-Person Registration

19A

64

Registration by Mail

2QA

65

Community Service
Registration

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
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Extremely Helpful
Usually Helpful
Sometimes Helpful
Rarely Helpful
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Helpful
Usually Helpful
Sometimes Helpful
Rarely Helpful
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Helpful
Usually Helpful
Sometimes Helpful
Rarely Helpful
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Helpful
Usually Helpful
Sometimes Helpful
Rarely Helpful
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Helpful
Usually Helpful
Somtimes Helpful
Rarely Helpful
Do Not Know
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
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DESCRIPTION

COLUMN

VARIABLE

21A

66

Drop/Add

22A

67

Tution and Fee Collection

23A

68

Course Cancellation

24A

69

Student I.D .

25A

70

Purchase of Textbooks

26A

71

Textbooks by Mail

27A

72

Junior College Applications

28A

73

Scholarship Application

CATEGORIES

------------

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
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Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f the copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout p erm ission.

COLUMN

VARIABLE

DESCRIPTION

29A

74

Financial Aid Application

30A

75

T ranscript Request

31A

76

Change of A ddress

32A

77

Vets Enrollment Application

33A

78

Tutorial Reference

34A

79

Obtaining a Counselor

35A

80

Obtaining an Advisor

3SA-44A

81

Heard About Course
(Check at Least One)

CATEGORIES

------------

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
0.

96

Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely E2ecav£
Have Net Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
"Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Extremely Effective
Usually Effective
Sometimes Effective
Rarely Effective
Have Not Participated
No Response
Counselor
Employer
Friend
JC Brochures
JC Mailing List
Newspaper
Radio
Television'
Other
No Response
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COLUMUN

VARIABLE

45A

82

46A

83

47A

84

48A

85

49A

86

50A

87

51A

88

DESCRIPTION

CATEGORIES

No
Yes
No Response
Junior College Experience
Less Than Expected
As Expected
More Than Expected
No Response
Other Colleges Attended
Responded
No Response
Like About Junior College
Responded
0. No Response
Dislike About Junior College 1. Responded
0. No Response
Difficulty Completing Survey 1. No
2. Yes
0. No Response
Suggestions
1. Responded
0. No Response

F irst Semester at GRJC

1.
2.
0.
1.
2.
3.
0.
1.
0.
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Table 9
Raw Data— 1977 Study

Item

Extremely
Usually
Rarely
No
Sometimes
No
accessible accessible accessible accessible involvement response

9

462

641

256

174

212

67

10

533

561

91

32

519

76

12

173

363

188

111

881

96

16

415

757

272

85

203

80

17

228

476

164

61

798

85

18

78

100

56

29

1,450

99

19

64

160

79

38

1,376

95

24

410

493

168

74

580

87

26

93

114

52

26

1,434

93

29

134

228

148

96

1,118

88

51

146

303

143

88

1,002

130

52

216

494

148

74

747

133

53

508

744

153

26

259

122

54

206

435

216

106

717

132

56

114

150

70

37

1,309

132

Note, n = 1,812.
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GRAND RAPIDS JUNIOR COLLEGE
THE COLLEGIATE ACTIVITIES RESEARCH EFFORT - THE SURVEY

101
This survey represents and assessment instrument designed by the Continuing
Education Division at Grand Rapids Junior College. Your cooperation in com
pleting this survey will greatly assist in the assessment or Continuing
Education programs. Please take the time to review, complete, and return
the survey to your instructor or utilize the postage-paid return.
It should take approximately 20-30 minutes to complete the 88 items in the
survey. Below is a summary of definitions used in the survey:
Accessible - (1) your opportunity to easily obtain services and to
conveniently participate in activities; (2) your opportunity to
approach JC staff and/or to make office appointments.
Effective - the instructions and processes are not complicated, they
are clearly understood.
Helpful - the ability of Junior College staff to completely satisfy your
educational needs.
Sufficient - the capacity to adequately meet your education needs.
Extremely - to a great extent, virtually every time.
Rarely - on very few occasions, virtually not at all.
Sometimes - not very much, to a limited extent.
Usually - to a frequent extent, more often that not.
Have Not Participated/Approached - no involvement with item.
Do Hot Know - no participation in or approachment of.

SECTION I: RESPONDANT CHARACTERISTICS
Directions - Please check the one box in items 1-7 which best represents your
situation. In item 8, check the boxes which are most appropriate.

1.

What is your sex?
) Female
) Male
2. What is your employment status?
) Full-time
) Part-time
) Not employed
3. What is your age group?
) Below 20 years
) 20-24 years
) 25-29 years
) 30-34 years
) 35-39 years
) 40-44 years
) 45-49 years
) 50-54 years
) 55 years and above
4. What is your residential location?
) Northeast Grand Rapids
) Northwest Grand Rapids
) Southeast Gradd Rapids
) Southwest Grand Rapids
) Grandville or Wyoming
) Kentwood or East Grand Rapids
) Rockford
) Other In Kent County
) Outside Kent County

S. What is your marital status?
Divorced or separated
Married
Single
Widowed
6. What Is your ethnic background?
Afro-American or Black American
Caucasian or White American
Hispanic American
North American Indian or Native
American
Oriental or Asian American
Other (specify)______________
7. What is your academic preference?
Business, Secretarial
Health
Liberal Arts and Sciences
Para-Professional
Public Service
Vocational-Technical
Unknown
Other (specify)^
8. What is your college attendance area?
Business/Industry
Day College
Evening College
Off-Campus
Weekend College
Other (specify)______________
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DIRECTIONS - Please check the one category in items 9-80 which best
indicates your response to the question listed.
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SECTION II: JUNIOR COLLEGE SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES

12.
13.
L4.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
2A.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

The Parkinc ..............
Library Services ........
Job Placement Services . . .
Program Counseling .......
Career Counseling ........
Personal Counseling .......
Financial Aid Opportunities .
The Campus Bookstore . . . .
Food Services ............
Tutoring Services ........
Testing Services ........
Student Insurance Opportunities
First Aid Assistance . . . .
Lost and Found Services . . .
Veterans* Assistance . . . .
Junior College Catalogs . . .
College Clubs and Organizations
The College Athletic Program.
Intramural Activities . . . .
College Cultural Experiences.
Student Publications . . . .
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Comments to improve accessibility
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30.
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39.
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41.
42.
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45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
so.

The Parking . . . . . . . . .
Library Services ........
Job Placement Services . . .
Program Counseling........
Career Counseling ........
Personal Counseling .......
Financial Aid Opportunities .
The Campus Bookstore . . . .
Food Services ............
Tutoring Services ........
Testing Services..........
Student Insurance Opportrinity
First Aid Assistance . . . .
Lost and Found Services . . .
Veterans' Assistance . . . .
Junior College Catalogs . . .
College Clubs and Organizations
The College Athletic Program.
Intramural Activities . . . .
College Cultural Experiences.
Student Publications.......
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SECTION III: JUNIOR COLLEGE PERSONNEL
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QUESTION - Tc ichat z x iz n t do yea {ind th z JoZZcuinp J anion. CoZZzaz pznAcvmel

Sometimes
Accessible

Rarely
Accessible

Have Not
Approached

51. Administrators ............
52. Secretaries...............
53. Instructors ..............
54. Counselors ...............
55. Maintenance Staff ........
56. Security Staff ............

Usually
Accessible

Personnel

Extremely
Accessible
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Comments to improve accessibility
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Know

C )
( )
( )
C )

Rarely
Helpful
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( )

Sometimes
Helpful

57. Administrators ............
58. Secretaries* ..............
59. Instructors...............
60. Counselors ...............
61. Maintenance Staff ........
62. Security Staff ............
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Comments to Improve helpfulness

63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.

In-Person Registration Procedure^
Registration by Mail Procedure .
Community Service Registration
Drop/Add Procedure ........
Tuition and Fee Collection . .
Obtaining a Student ID Card. .
Course Cancellation Process. .
In-Person Purchase of Textbooks
Textbooks by Mall..........
Junior College Application . .
Scholarship Applications . . .
Financial Aid Application . .
Transcript Requests........
Change of Address Form . . . .
Veterans Enrollment Application
Tutorial Referring Process . .
Obtaining a Counselor. . . . .
Obtaining an Academic Advisor.

Rarely
Effective

Sometimes
Effective

Usually
Effective

Procedures

Extremely
Effective
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SECTION IV: JUNIOR COLLEGE PROCEDURES
QUESTION - To what ex te n t do yea {in.i the. {oZlowinq Junto*. CoZZzgz
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Comments to improve effectiveness
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SECTION V: ADDITIONAL OUESTIONS
Directions - Please respond to items 81-88 in the most appropriate manner.
81.

How did you find nut about the courses(s) you are currently enrolled in?
(check at least one)
( ) Counselor
( ) Employer
( ) Friend

82.

( ) Yes

In total, how would you rate your Junior College experience? (check one)
( ) Less than expected

84.

( )Radio
( )Television
( )Other (list):

Is this your first semester of attendance at Junior College?
( ) No

83.

( ) JC Brochures
( ) JC Mailing list
( ) Newspaper

( ) As Expected

( ) More than expected

Please identify other colleges vrnt have attended: _________________

85. What do you like about Junior College? __________________________

86.

What do you dislike about Junior College?

87.

Did you have any difficulty in completing this survey? ( ) No

88.

Please list any suggestions, recotnsendations, or ideas you may have to
improve the quality of our programs, courses and/or services: _______

( ) Yes

Note: Please be sure you responded to each item. The Continuing Education
Division of Grand Rapids Junior College appreciates your assistance. Brief
summaries of the findings will be made available at the Continuing Education
Office.
RETURN TO YOUR INSTRUCTOR OR MAIL TO:

FIRST CLASS
Permit No. 3499
Grand Rapids, Mich.

PROJECT C.A.R.E.
The Office of Continuing Education
Grand Rapids Junior College
143 Bostwick N.E.
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49502

(Tape or Staple Here)

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

105

Table 10
Raw Data— 1981 Study

Item

Extremely
Usually
Rarely
No
No
Sometimes
accessible accessible accessible accessible involvement response

9

431

743

262

145

186

24

10

480

611

108

36

516

40

12

185

340

172

86

927

81

16

393

799

268

106

181

44

17

190

445

147

83

862

64

18

78

134

90

39

1,373

77

19

82

209

90

55

1,280

75

24

378

551

215

103

484

60

26

65

118

68

23

1,416

106

29

119

277

160

92

1,038

108

51

97

310

125

108

991

160

52

190

467

144

44

788

158

53

472

685

196

39

255

144

54

210

475

210

89

646

161

56

122

158

80

38

1,216

177

Note, n = 1,791.
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Table 11

Pilot Study
Extremely
accessible

9

26

40

14

9

11

10

29

33

8

2

28

12

11

20

11

6

52

16

23

44

16

5

12

17

12

26

10

5

47

18

5

8

5

3

79

19

5

11

6

3

75

24

23

30

11

5

31

26

6

7

4

2

81

29

6

16

9

7

62

51

8

19

9

6

58

52

13

29

9

4

45

53

29

42

10

3

16

54

13

27

14

6

40

56

8

11

6

2

73

Note:

Usually
Sometimes
accessible accessible

Rarely
No
accessible involvement

Item

n = 100.
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